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SCHEDULE 


OP  STATE  REPORTS  PROM  WHICH  CASES  HAVE  BEEN  SELECTED 
FOR  THK  AMERICAN  REPORTS. 


The  volumes  ut  State  Reports    are    in    parenthesis,  and  the  Yolumes  of 
American  Reports  in  heavy   letter. 

Alabama  (44)  4;  (45)  tt;  (40)  7;  (47)  11 ;  (48)  17;  (49,  50)  20;  (51,  52)  28; 

(53,  54)  25. 
Arkansas  (25)  4;  (26)  7;  (27)  11;  (28)  18;  (29,  30)  21;  (31)  25. 
Baxter  (Tenn.)  (1)  25;  (2)  no  cases;  (3,  4)  27. 

Bush  (Ky.)  (7)  8;  (8)  8;  (9)  15;  (10)  19;  (11)  21;  (12)  28;  (13)  2«. 
California  (39)  2;  (40)  6;  (41,  42)  10;  (43,  44,  45,  46)  18;  (47,  48)  17;  (49, 

50)  10;  (51)21. 
Colorado  (1)9;   (2,3)25. 
Connecticut  (30)  4;    (37,38)9;    (39)12;    (40)16;    (41.42)19;    (43)21; 

(44)  26. 
Florida  (13)  7:  (14)  14;  (15)  21;  (16)  26. 
Georgia  (40)  2;  (41,  42)  5;  (43,  44)  0;  (45,46)  12;  (47,  48,  49,  50)  15;  (51, 

52,  53,  54,  55,  56)  21;  (57,  58)  24;  (59,  60)  27. 
Grattan  (Va.)  (20)  8;     (21)  8;    (22)  12;  (23)  14;    (24,  25)  18;   (26,  27)  21 ; 

(28,  29)  26. 
Heiskell  (Tenn.)  (1)  2;   (2)  5;  (3)  8-    (4,  5)  18;    (6,  7)  19;    (8,  9)  24;  (10, 

11,  12)27. 
Houston  (Del.)  (3)  11 ;  (4)  15. 
Illinois  (51)  2;  (52)  4;  (53,  54)  5;    (55,  56)  8;    (57,  58)  11 ;   (59,  60,  61,  62. 

63)  14;   (64,  65,  66,  67)  16;   (68,  69)  18;    (75,  76,  77,  78)  20;   (70, 

71.  72,  79,  80)  22;  (73,  74)*  24;  (81,  82,  83,  84)  25. 
Indiana  (32)  2;  (33)  5;   (34)  7;  (35)  9;  (36,  37,  38)  10;  (39,  40,  41,  42,  43) 

18;  (44,  45,  46)  15;    (47,  48)  17;    (49,  50,  51)  19;    (52,  53)  21 ;    (54. 

55)  28;  (56,  57,  58,  59)26. 
Iowa  (27)  1 ;  (28,  29)  4;  (30)  6;    (31,  32)  7;  (33,  34)  11;   (35,  36)  14;  (37, 

38,  39)  18;  (40,  41,  42)  20;  (43)  22;  (44,  45)  24;  (46)  26. 
Kansas  (5,  6)  7;  (7,  8,  9)  12;    (10,  11,  12)  15;   (13,  14)  19;  (15,  16,  17)  22; 

(18)  26;  (19.20)27. 


*  The  hiatus  In  the  Tllinols  Reports  arises  from  the  fact  that  the  Tolumes  between 
the  60th  aud  the  7<5th  were  published  after  the  75th  and  three  succeeding  volumes. 
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IT  SCHEDULE  OF  STATE  REPORTS. 

Lea  (Tenn.)  (1)27. 

LouisiaDa  (22)  2;  (23)  8;  (24,  25)  18;  (26,  27)  21;  (28)  2«. 

Maine  (57)  2;  (58)  4;  (59)  8;  (60)  11 ;  (61)  14;  (62)  16;   (63,  64)  1S|  (66) 

20;  (66)22;  (67)  24. 
Maryland  (31)  1 ;  (32,  33)  8;  (34,  35)  6;   (36,  37)  11 ;  (38,  39,  40)  17;  (41, 

42,  43)  20;  (44)  22;  (45,  46)  24. 
Massachusetts  (100)  1;  (101,  102)8;   (103)4;   (104)  6;  (105)  7;  (106)8; 

(107)  9;  (108)  11;  (109)  12;  (IIC)  14;  (111,  115)  U;  (112,116)  17; 

(113)  18;    (114.  117,  118)  19;    (119)  20;    (120)  21;    (121,  122)  28; 

(123)25;  (124)26. 
Michigan  (19)  2;    (20,  21)  4;  (22)  7  •    (23,  24)  9;  (25,  26)  12;  (27,  28)  18; 

(29,  80,  31)  18;  (32,  33)  20;  (34)  22;   (35,  36)  24;  (37)  26. 
Minnesota  (15)  2;  (16,  17,  18)  10;  (19,  20,  21)  18;  (22)  21;  (23)  28. 
Mississippi  (42)  2;  (43)  6;  (44,  45)  7;  (46,  47,  48)  12;  (49.  50)  19;  (51,  63, 

53)  24. 
Missouri  (46)  2 ;    (47)  4 ;   (48,  49)  8;    (50,  51)  11 ;    (52, 53,  64)  14;  (66^  66^ 

57,  58)  17;  (59,  60,  61,  62,  63)  21;  (64,  65,  66)  27. 
Montana  (1,  2)  25. 
Nebraska  (3,  4)  19;  (5)  25. 
Nevada  (6)  8;  (7)  8;  (9)  16;  (10,  11)  21. 
New  Hampshire  (48)2;    (49)6;   (50)9;    (61)  12;  (62)  18;   G^)  16;   (64^ 

55)20;  (56)22;  (57)24. 
New  Jersey  (34)  8;  (35)  10;  (36)  18;  (87)  18;  (38)  20;  (39)  88. 
New  York  (41,  42)  1 ;  (43)  8;    (44)  4;   (45)  6;   (46,  47)  7 ;  (48)  8;  (49,  60. 

61)10;    (52)  11;   (53,54)  18;    (55)14;   (56,57)16;   (58,69)17; 

(60,  61)  19;  (62,  63)  20;  (64)  21 ;  (65)  22;  (66,  67,  68)  28;  (69)  26 

(70)26;  (71)27. 
North  Carolina  (65)  6,  (66)8;  (67,68,69)12;    (70)16;   (71)17;  (72,73, 

74)  21 ;  (75,  76)  22;  (77,  78)  24. 
Ohio  (19)  2;  (20)  5;  (21)  8;    (22)  10;  (23)  18;  (24)  16;  (35)  18;  (26)  20; 

(27,  28)  22;  (29)  28;  (30,  31)  27. 
Oregon  (3)  8;  (4)  18;  (5)  20;  (6)  25. 
Pennsylvania  (62)1;    (63,64,65)8;    (66,67)6;    (68,69)8;    (70,71)10; 

(72,  73)  18;  (74,  75)  15;   (76,  77)  18;   (78,  79,  80)  21;   (81,  82)  22; 

(83,  84)24;   (85,86)27. 
Rhode  Island  (8)  6 ;  (9)  11 ;  (10)  14;  (11)  28. 
South  Carolina  (1  N.  S.)  7;  (2,  3,  4)  16;  (5)  22;  (6,  7)  24. 
Texas  (32)  6;  (33,  34)  7;  (35,  36,  37)  14;    (38,  39,  40,  41.  42)  18;  (43,  44^ 

45)  28 ;  (46,  47,  48)  26. 
Vermont  (42)  1;  (43)  6;  (44)  8;  (45)  12;  (46)  14;  (47)  19;  (48)  21;  (49)24. 
West  Virginia  (4)  6:  (5)  18;  (6)  20;  (7,  8)  28;  (9,  10,  11)  27. 
Wisconsin  (24)  1 ;  (25)  8;  (26)  7;  (27,  28,  29)  9:   (30,  31)  11;    (32,  38)  U; 

(34,  35,  36)  17;  (37)  19;  (38,  39)  20;  (40,  41)  22;  (42)  84. 
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LIST  OF  JUDGES 

DURING  THE  PERIOD  COVERED  BY  THIS  VOLUME. 


G-KORGrl-A^ 

HIRAM  WARNER,  Chibp  Justiob. 
LOGAN  E.  BLECKLEY 
JAMES  JACKSON. 


KANSAS. 
ALBERT  H.  HORTON,  Chief  Jttstioi. 
DANIEL  M.  VALENTINE, 
DAVID  J.  BREWER. 


MISSOURI. 

A.  SHERWOOD,  Chief  JuaTioi. 
W.  B.  NAPTON, 
WARWICK  HOUGH, 
ELIJAH  H.  NORTON, 
JOHN  W.  HENRY. 


yrjc^^  YORK. 

SANFORD  E.  CHURCH,  Chief  Jddoe. 
WILLIAM  F.  ALLEN,* 
CHARLES  J.  FOLGER, 
CHARLES  A.  RAPALLO, 
CHARLES  ANDREWS, 
THEODORE  MILLER, 
ROBERT  EARL, 
SAMUEL  HAND.t 


OHIO. 

Supreme  Court. 
JOHN  WELCH,  Chief  Justiob. 
WILLIAM  WHITE, 
WILLIAM  J.  GILMORE, 
GEORGE  W.  McILVAINE, 
W.  W.  BOYNTON. 


♦  Died  June  8, 1878.  +  Appointed  vice  Alleo,  deceased. 
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VI  LIST  OF  JUDGES. 

SuPRfiMK  Court  Commissiom. 
LUTHER  DAY,  Chief  Judqm. 
JOSIAH  SCOTT, 
W.  W.  JOHNSON, 
D.  THEW  WRIGHT, 
T.  Q.  ASHBURN. 


DANIEL  AGNEW,  Chiet  Jusrioa 
GEORGE  SHARSWOOD, 
ULYSSES  MERCUR, 
ISAAC  G.  GORDON, 
EDWARD  M.  PAXSON, 
WARREN  J.  WOODWARD, 
JAMES  P.  STERRETT, 
JOHN  TRUNKEY.* 


JAMES  W.  DEADERICK,  Chief  Jumo& 
PETER  TURNEY, 
ROBERT  McFARLAND. 
WILLIAM  F.  COOPER, 
THOMAS  J.  FREEMAN. 


WESX    VIRO-INIA.. 

THOMAS  C.  GREEN,  Presidwt. 
ALPHEUS  F.   HAYMOND, 
CHARLES  P.  T.   MOORE, 
OKEY  JOHNSON. 


^  CX>mml88loned  December  6, 1877.    SucceedlDg  Judge  Sterratt. 
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439. 
Swett  V.  Colgate  (20  Johns.  196),  overruled:  White  v.  Miller  (71  N.  Y.  118), 

15. 
Trenton  Mut.  Life  &  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Johnson   (4  Zabr.  576),  denied ;  Single- 
ton V.  St  Louis  Ins.  Co.  (66  Mo.  63),  323. 
United   States  v.  Rhodes  (1  Am.  L.  T.  Rep.  28),  denied  ;  State  v.  Strauder  (11 

W.  Va.  745),  612. 
Western  Massachusetts  Ins.  Co.  v.  Riker  (10  Mich.  279),  denied  ;  Quarrier  ▼• 

Peabody  Ins  Co.  (10  W.  Va.  507),  592. 
Wilcox  V.  KaasicJL  (2  Mich.  165)«  denied ;  Maston  v«  Gray  (19  Eans.  40BX 
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Promiuory  note — txtawer  of  protest  qfter  dishonor. 

Before  the  maturity  of  a  promissory  note  the  holder  and  the  accommodatioB 
indorser  had  some  conversation  about  extending  the  time  of  payment ;  bat 
no  arrangement  was  made.  The  note  was  not  presented  for  payment  at 
maturity.  Afterward  the  holder  and  the  maker  went  to  the  indorser  to  ar- 
nmge  for  .a  extension,  the  maker  then  asked  the  holder  if  he  desired  a  new 
note,  and  he  replied  that  if  it  was  agreed  to.  he  would  let  the  note  stand 
as  it  was.  The  indorser  said,  *'  then  I  will  waive  protest/'  and  the  holder 
thereupon  agreed  to  the  extension.  Held,  in  an  action  on  the  note  against 
the  indorser,  that  this  would  warrant  a  finding  that  the  indorser  onder- 
Btandingly  agreed  to  continue  to  be  liable,  and  a  nonsait  was  erroneous. 

ACTION  on  promissory  note  against  the  indorser.  The  plain- 
tiflf  was  nonsaited,  and  jad^ment  on  verdict  was  directed  by 
the  General  Term,  and  the  plain tifF  appealed.  The  opinion  states 
the  facts. 

J.  i/(?(7mV0,  for  appellant. 

E.  Countryman,  for  respondent.    The  liability  of  an  indorsei 
who  has  been  discharged  by  want  of  presentment  and  notice,  oan 


Digitized  by 


Google 


NEW  YORK, 

Horn  V.  Hurd. 


only  be  revived  by  an  express  promise  to  the  holder  to  pay  the  note, 
with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts.  Tebbeis  v.  Dowdy  23  Wend.  379 ; 
Meyer  v.  Hibsher,  47  N.  Y.  2G5  ;  Story  on  Prom.  Notes  [5th  ed.], 
360-363,  §  289  ;  Borradile  v.  Lowe,  4  Taunt.  93  ;  Thornton  v.  Wynn^ 
12  Wheat.  183 ;  3  Kent's  Com.  [10th  ed.]  162,  163  ;  Creamer  v. 
Perry,  17  Pick.  332-335;  Oswego  Bank  v.  Knotrer,  R.  &  D.  122. 

Andrews,  J.  There  was  no  demand  or  notice  of  non-payment 
of  the  note  when  it  became  due,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  relieved 
from  the  necessity  of  making  a  demand  and  giving  notice,  by  what 
occurred  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  at  the  interview 
on  the  first  or  second  day  of  November,  1872,  before  the  maturity  of 
the  note. 

The  evidence  is  that  Kingsbury,  the  maker  of  the  note,  a  few 
days  before  that  time,  has  applied  to  the  plaintiff  to  extend  the 
time  of  payment  ninety  days,  and  the  plaintiffs  consented  to  do  so, 
if  the  note  was  kept  good  and  secure.  The  plaintiff  afterward  wont 
to  the  bank  and  had  the  interview  spoken  of  with  defendant.  He 
informed  the  defendant  of  what  had  occurred  between  him  and 
Kingsbury,  and  stated  that  he  had  come  to  make  some  arrange- 
ment with  regard  to  the  note.  The  plaintiff  testifies  :  **  I  stated  to 
him  (Hurd)  that  I  could  let  him  (Kingsbury)  have  the  money  longer, 
if  he  kept  it  well  secured  or  kept  the  note  good  (I  don't  recollect 
the  exact  words  I  used  to  him) ;  and  he  said  he  guessed  that  could 
be  fixed,  and  he  would  get  Kingsbury  in,  or  I  was  to,  and  I  went  out 
to  look  for  him.**  The  plaintiff  then  left  the  bank  to  find  Kings- 
bury, but  did  not  find  him,  and  later  in  the  afternoon  returned  to 
the  bank  to  see  the  defendant;  but,  not  finding  him  there,  went 
away  and  did  not  see  him  again  until  after  the  note  fell  due.  It  is 
inferable,  from  this  evidence,  that  the  defendant  was  willing  to  con- 
tinue his  liability  as  indorser,  but  it  was  left  to  be  arranged  at  an 
interview  to  be  had  between  all  the  parties.  There  was  no  request 
by  Hurd  that  the  plaintiff  would  extend  the  time  of  payment  of 
the  note,  nor  was  any  thing  said  by  him  which  would  justify  the 
plaintiff  in  believing  that  he  would  dispense  with  demand  and 
notice,  or  ^hich  was  calculated  to  mislead  the  plaintiff.  The  con- 
versation clearly  contemplated  a  new  and  substituted  arrangement 
to  be  made  before  the  note  matured  for  continuing  the  loan.  The 
plaintiff,  therefore,  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  on  the  theory  that 
this  transaction  dispensed  with  the  necessity  of  protest  It  is  quitt 
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evident,  however,  that  tlie  plaintiff  either  did  not  understand  that 
demand  and  notice  was  necessary  to  charge  an  indorser,  or  sup- 
posed that  what  occurred  between  him  and  the  indorser,  on  this  oc- 
casion, made  a  protest  unnecessary.  He  waited  until  the  expira- 
tion of  the  second  ninety  days,  and  then  went  to  the  hank,  with 
Kingsbury,. and  had  a  second  interview  with  Hurd  ;  and  the  liabil- 
ity of  Hurd,  in  this  action,  depends  upon  what  took  place  on  that 
occasion.  Kingsbury  desired  a  still  further  extension  of  ninety 
days,  and  he  procured  from  the  bank  (the  defendant,  Hurd,  count- 
ing out  the  money  for  him)  the  sum  necessary  to  pay  the  interest 
on  the  note  to  that  time,  and  paid  it  to  the  plaintiff ;  and  the 
plaintiff  then  spoke  to  Hurd  about  the  extension  of  time,  and  Hurd 
replied  :  "  You  and  Kingsbury  can  fix  that  about  as  you  are  a  mind 
to.'^  The  testimony  proceeds  as  follows:  "he  (Kingsbury)  asked 
how  I  (plaintiff)  would  fix  it ;  whether  I  would  have  a  new  note,  or 
what ;  and  I  told  him  if  both  parties  agreed  I  would  let  the  note 
stand  just  as  it  was  ;  and  Hurd  turned  around  from  us,  and  said^ 
then  I  will  waive  protest."  This  closed  the  conversation,  and  tho 
plaintiff  left  the  bank,  and  waited  until  the  expiration  of  ninety 
days  from  that  time,  when  he  called  upon  the  defendant,  and  in* 
formed  him  that  the  note  was  due,  and  that  he  would  have  to  col- 
lect  it ;  and  soon  after,  the  defendant  claimed  that  the  note  had  not 
been  protested,  and  declined  to  pay  it. 

Upon  these  facts  the  question  is  presented,  whether  the  nonsuit 
was  properly  granted.  When  the  parties  met  at  the  bank,  on  the 
second  occasion  referred  to,  Hurd  had  been  discharged  from  his 
liability  as  indorser,  by  the  neglect  of  the  plaintiff  to  take  the  steps 
necessary  to  fix  his  liability.  But  it  was  competent  for  the  defend- 
ant to  waive  the  objection  arising  from  the  plaintiff's  laches,  and 
to  renew  and  continue  his  liability  as  indorser,  and  debar  himself 
from  setting  up,  when  sued  on  the  note,  the  want  of  protest  as  a 
defense.  If  an  indorser,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  laches  of  the 
holder  in  neglecting  to  protest  a  note  or  bill,  unequivocally  assents 
to  continue  his  liability,  or  to  be  responsible,  as  though  due  protest 
had  been  made,  he  is  held  to  have  waived  the  right  to  object,  and 
will  stand  in  the  same  position  as  if  he  had  been  regularly  charged 
by  presentment,  demand  and  notice.  This  assent  must  be  clearly 
established,  and  will  not  be  inferred  from  doubtful  or  equivocal 
acts  or  language.  It  has  been  frequently  held  that  a  promise  by 
the  indorser  to  pay  the  note  or  bill,  after  he  has  been   dischargei£ 
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by  the  failure  to  protest  it,  will  bind  the  indorser,  provided  he  had 
full  knowledge  of  the  laches  when  the  promise  was  made.  Trimble 
T.  Thorney  16  Johns.  152  ;  Story  on  Prom.  Notes,  §§  359,  362,  and 
cases  cited.  A  promise,  made  under  these  circumstances,  affords 
the  clearest  evidence  that  the  indorser  does  not  intend  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  laches  of  the  holder;  and  the  law,  without  any  new 
consideration  moving  between  the  parties,  gives  effect  to  the  prom- 
ise. The  assent  of  the  indorser  to  be  bound,  notwithstanding  he 
has  not  been  duly  charged,  may  be  established  by  any  transaction 
between  him  and  the  holder,  which  clearly  indicates  this  purpose 
and  intention.  In  Duryee  v.  Dennison,  5  Johns.  248,  the  action 
was  against  an  indorser  who  had  not  been  regularly  charged 
by  demand  and  notice.  No  demand  of  payment  was  made  until 
the  day  after  the  note  became  due.  To  avoid  the  defense  based 
on  this  ground,  it  was  shown  that,  after  the  note  became  due,  the 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff  called  on  the  defendant  and  informed 
him  of  the  non-payment  by  the  maker,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
looked  to  him  for  payment.  The  defendant  was  told  at  the  same 
time  that  the  demand  and  notice  was  irregular  but  the  defendant 
"  agreed  to  consider  the  demand  and  notice  as  made  in  due  time, 
and  himself  liable  as  indorser."  The  court  held  that  this  was 
equivalent  to  a  promise  of  payment,  and  authorized  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff.  Kent,  C.  J.,  said  :  "  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
testimony  of  Aiken,  as  given  at  the  trial,  was  sufficient  to  support 
the  verdict.  The  law  is  now  settled  that  if  an  indorser  has  not 
had  regular  notice  of  non-payment  by  the  drawer,  yet  if,  with 
knowledge  of  that  fact,  he  makes  a  subsequent  promise  to  pay,  it  is 
a  waiver  of  the  want  of  due  notice,  and  assumpsit  will  lie." 

In  the  case  at  bar,  we  think  the  jury  would  have  been  authorized 
to  find  that  the  defendant,  with  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  note 
had  not  been  protested,  consented  to  be  liable  as  indorser  upon  the 
note,  and  that  his  indorsemei>t  should  stand  as  security  to  the 
plaintiff ;  and  also  the  further  fact  that  the  plaintiff,  in  considera- 
tion of  this  consent,  agreed  to  extend  the  time  of  payment  of  the 
note,  and  that  such  /consent  was  given  to  induce  such  extension, 
without  exacting  '^  new  security.  In  construing  the  transaction, 
the  jury  were  en  tided  to  consider  the  surrounding  circumstances. 
The  defendant  was  a  banker,  and  familiar,  as  may  be  presumed, 
with  the  rules  regarding  the  protest  of  commercial  paper.  His 
words,  "I  will  waive  the  protest,  then,'' had  no  significance,  unless 
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they  were  intended  to  remove  the  objection  arising  from' the  prior 
laches  of  the  holder,  in  neglecting  to  protest  tlie  note  iit  maturity. 
He  intended,  as  is  manifest,  to  continue  liis  liability  as  indorser  for 
the  security  of  the  plaintiff.  He  seemed  to  be  willing  to  become 
obligated  on  a  new  instrument,  or  to  renew  his  liability  on  the  old 
one,  as  the  plaintiff  and  Kingsbury  should  arrange.  And  the  plain 
inference  from  the  conversation  is,  that  the  plaintiff  consented 
to  let  the  old  note  stand,  on  consideration  that  the  defendant  con- 
tinued liable  thereon ;  and  the  defendant's  declaration  could  mean 
nothing  less  than  that  he  would  make  no  question  as  to  the  protest 
of  the  note,  or  as  to  his  liability  as  an  indorser.  This  case  is 
stronger  in  reason,  for  holding  the  indorser,  than  where  there  is  a 
simple  promise  to  pay  after  maturity.  The  transaction  here,  not 
only  indicates  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  indorser  to  remain 
bound  notwithstanding  his  discharge,  but  the  waiver  of  the  laches 
of  the  plaintiff  was  the  consideration  of  the  extension,  given  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  maker. 

The  nonsuit  was  improperly  granted,  and  the  judgment  should 
be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

All  concur,  except  Folger  and  Miller,  JJ.,  absent. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Campbell  v.  Smith. 
rriN.  Y.28.) 

Mortgage  —  assumption  of,  by  grantee. 

H.  delivered  to  B. ,  a  deed,  in  blank  as  to  the  grantee's  name,  with  recital  that 
the  amount  of  a  mortgage  on  the  premises  was  deducted  from  the  considera- 
tion,  and  that  the  deed  was  subject  thereto,  and  a  covenant  by  the  grantee 
to  paj  it.  The  grantor  having  authorized  B.  to  insert  any  name  as  grantee, 
B.,  with  defendant's  knowledge  and  assent,  inserted  defendant's  name,  and 
recorded  the  deed,  agreeing  that  any  profits  arising  from  a  sale  of  the  prem- 
ises should  be  applied  on  an  indebtedness  of  B.  to  the  defendant's  firm. 
The  defendant  afterward  conveyed  the  premises ;  the  plaintiff  foreclosed  the 
mortgage  without  making  defendant  a  party,  and  a  deficiency  arising, 
brought  this  action  to  recover  upon  the  covenant.  Held,  that  defendant  by 
consenting  to  the  insertion  of  his  name  as  grantee,  assumed  the  position 
and  liability  of  a  purchaser  from  the  grantor,  and  was  liable  on  the  cove- 
nant, and  that  the  arrangement  with  B.,  being  collateral,  did  not  affect  H. 
or  the  plaintiff.* 


*  See  Fithe  v.  Toiman  (124  Mass.  254),  96  Am.  Rep.  659,  note,  660. 
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ACTION  on  coveuaut  by  defendant  to  pay  a  mortgage  on  the 
granted  premises,  the  deed  reciting  that  it  was  subject  thereto, 
and  that  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  had  been  deducted  from  the 
purchase-price.  The  deed,  executed  by  Hood,  was  delivered  to 
Burtis  with  the  grantee's  name  blank,  with  authority  to  Burtis  to 
insert  any  name.  Burtis  being  indebted  to  the  defendant's  firm, 
inserted  his  name  and  recorded  the  deed,  with  his  knowledge  and 
assent,  with  the  agreement  that  any  profits  from  a  sale  of  the 
premises  should  be  applied  on  that  indebtedness.  The  defendant 
subsequently  conveyed  the  premises,  and  the  plaintiff  foreclosed  the 
mortgage  without  making  him  a  party,  and  a  deficiency  arose. 
The  defendant  had  judgment,  which  was  reversed  atOeneral  Term, 
and  he  appealed. 

D,  P.  Barnardy  for  appellant.  Defendant  was  not  a  purchaser. 
Lawrence  v.  Fox,  20  N.  Y.  268 ;  Hartley  v.  Harrison,  24  id.  170 ; 
Burr  V.  Beers,  id.  178;  Thorp  v.  Keokuk  Coal  Co.,  AS  id.  253 ; 
Oarnsey  v.  Rogers,  47  id.  233  ;  s.  c,  7  Am.  Rep.  440. 

J.  T,  Marean,  for  respondent. 

Church,  C.  J.  We  concur  with  the  General  Term  that  the  case 
of  Garnsey  v.  Rogers,  47  N.  Y.  233,  is  not  controlling  in  favor  of 
the  defendant.  In  that  case  a  debtor  conveyed  to  his  creditor  cer- 
tain premises  by  deed  as  security  for  his  debt,  and  it  w^us  held  that 
an  agreement  in  the  deed  that  the  creditor  would  pay  a  prior  incum- 
brance was  for  the  benefit  and  protection  of  the  debtor,  and  did 
not  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  holder  of  th*^  incumbrance,  within 
Lawretice  v.  Fox,  20  N.  Y.  268,  and  kindred  cases ;  and  that  upon 
the  payment  of  the  debt,  and  a  reconveyance  of  the  premises  to  the 
debtor,  with  the  assumption  upon  the  part  of  the  latter  of  the 
incumbrance,  the  creditor  was  released  from  all  obligation  upon  his 
covenant  in  the  deed.  Here  no  such  relation  existed  between 
Hood,  the  grantor,  and  the  defendant.  The  former  conveyed 
absolutely  all  her  interests  in  the  premises,  and  the  defendant,  by 
consenting  to  the  insertion  of  his  name  as  grantee  and  accepting 
the  conveyance,  occupied  the  position  of  purchaser.  As  between 
them  the  relation  of  grantor  and  grantee  existed,  with  all  the  rights 
and  obligations  incident  to  that  position.  The  covenant  to  pay 
the  mortgage  was  absolute,  and   the  mortgagee  had  the  right  to 
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enforce  it  The  principle  that  when  A,  for  a  valuable  considera-  ' 
tion,  agrees  with  B  to  pay  his  debt  to  C,  the  latter  can  enforce  the 
contract  against  A,  has  been  repeatedly  adjudicated,  and  is  appli- 
cable to  the  transaction  developed  in  this  case.  Lawrence  v.  Fox^ 
20  N.  Y.  268  ;  Burr  v.  Beersy  24  id.  178  ;  Ricard  v.  SandersoUy  il 
id.  179 ;  Thorp  v.  Keokuk  Coal  Co.,  48  id.  253. 

The  transaction  with  Burtis  did  not  impair  the  right  of  Hood, 
nor  the  plaintffF  as  assignee  of  the  mortgagee.  That  was  an  arrange- 
ment collateral  to  the  deed,  and  affected  only  the  parties  to  it. 
The  relative  rights  of  Burtis  and  the  defendant  are  not  involved  in 
this  action.  The  defendant  consented  to  occupy  the  position  of 
grantee  in  the  deed,  under  an  agreement  with  Burtis^  which  can- 
not afifect  the  plaintiff. 

[Omitting  minor  points.] 

The  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

All  concur. 


Jtidgmeni  affirmed. 


Spalding  v.  Rosa. 

(71  N.  V.  40.) 

Otmltrtiet  far  mrvicM  —  eounmefor  non-performance  —  illness. 

The  defendants  agreed  with  the  plaintiffs,  proprietors  of  a  theater,  to  furnish 
the  **  Wachtel  Opera  Troupe/'  to  give  a  number  of  performances  in  their 
theater,  the  receipts  to  be  divided  in  a  specified  manner.  Wachtel,  from 
whom  the  company  took  its  name,  and  by  whose  name  it  was  known,  was 
the  leader  and  chief  attraction,  and  his  connection  witb  tlie  company  was 
the  inducement  that  led  the  plaintiffs  to  make  the  aufrecment.  Wachtel  l:^ 
came  unable  to  sing  in  consequence  of  illness,  aud  the  defendants  conse- 
quently did  not  furnish  the  troupe.  In  an  action  for  breach  of  the  agree- 
ment, held,  that  Wachtel's  appearance  was  the  principal  thing  contracted 
for,  and  was  of  the  essence  of  the  contract ;  that  plaintiff  would  not  have 
been  bound  to  accept  the  services  of  the  company  without  him ;  and  that 
his  sickness  and  inability  to  sing  constituted  a  good  excuse  for  non-per- 
lormance  of  the  agreement. 

ACTION  for  breach  of  contract.    The  plaintiffs  were  owners  of 
the  Olympic  theater,  in  St.  Louis.     The  defendants  agreed 
with  them  to  furnish  the  "  Wachtel  Opera  Troupe  "  for  a  specified 


•  Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


NEW  YORK, 


Spalding  v.  Rosa. 


number  of  performances  in  their  theater,  the  receipts  to  be  divided 
in  specified  proportions.  Wachtel  felt  sick  and  was  unable  to  per- 
form at  all,  and  consequently  the  defendants  did  not  furnish  the 
troupe.  The  other  facts  are  in  the  opinion.  The  complaint 
was  dismissed  ;  this  was  affirmed  at  General  Term,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs appealed. 

P,  Cantiney  for  appellants.  The  sickness  of  Wachtel  did  notex- 
cuse  the  breach.  Williams  v.  Vanderbilt,  28  N.  Y.  218 ;  White 
V.  Manny  26  Me.  361  ;  Chapman  v.  Daltori,  Plowden,  284  ;  2  Pars, 
on  Oont.  185;  Oray  v.  Murray y  3  Johns.  Ch.  167;  1  MacQ.  H.  of  L. 
Oas.  668  ;  Gilpins  v.  Co7isequa,  1  Pec  C.  C.  91 ;  Youqua  v.  NixoUy  id, 
221 ;  Paradine  v.  Ja7ie,  Aleyn,  26,  27  ;  Story  on  Bail.,  §  36,  and 
notes  ;  Rowland  v.  Phaian^  1  Bosw.  43,  62,  67  ;  Wolfe  v.  Howe^  20 
N.  Y.  197,  203  ;  Clark  y.  Gilbert,  26  id.  279,  283,  284  ;  Allen  v. 
McKibhin,  6  Mich.  449 ;  Patrick  v.  Putnam,  27  Vt.  759  ;  Chase 
V.  Barrett,  4  Paige,  161,  162  ;  Blacksmith  v.  Fellows,  3  Seld.  416  ; 
Beebe  v.  Johnson,  19  Wend.  500 ;  Harmony  v.  Bingham,  2  Kern. 
99,  107, 116  ;  Clark  v.  Glasgow  As,  Co,,  1  MacQ.  Scotch  App.  Cas. 
668 ;  West  v.  Steamer  Uncle  Sam,  McAl.  (Cal.)  506  ;  Jemison  v. 
McDaniel,  25  Miss.  83;  Bunn  v.  Prather,  21  111.  217;  M,  D, 
Foundry  v.  Hovey,  21  Mass.  430,  431 ;  Davis  y.  Smith,  16  Mo.  467; 
Hand  v.  Baynes,  4  Whart.  213  ;  Dwight  v.  Williams,  4  McL.  681  ', 
The  Harriman,  9  Wald.  172;  1  Pars,  on  Cont  86,  94. 

Erastus  Cooke,  for  respondents. 

Allbn,  J.  The  contract  of  the  defendants  was  for  four  per- 
formances per  week  for  two  weeks,  commencing  on  the  26th  or 
27th  of  February,  1872,  by  the  "Wachtel  Opera  Troupe,"  at  the 
plaintiffs'  theater  in  St.  Louis. 

The  "Wachtel  Opera  Troupe  "  was  well  known  by  its  name  as 
the  company  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract,  performing  in 
operas^  under  temporary  engagements,  at  the  principal  theaters 
and  opera  houses  in  the  larger  cities  of  the  United  States,  and 
composed  of  Wachtel  as  the  leader  and  chief  attraction,  and  from 
whom  the  company  took  its  name,  and  those  associated  with  him 
in  different  capacities,  and  taking  the  different  parts  in  the  oper- 
atic exhibitions  for  which  they  were  engaged.  The  proof  of  the 
fact  that  there  was  a  troupe  or  company  known  by  that  name,  was 
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fompetent,  as  showing  what  particular  company  was  in  the  minds 
of  the  contracting  parties,  and  intended,  by  the  terms  used ;  and 
as  there  was  no  controversy  upon  this  subject,  and  no  ambiguity 
arising  out  of  the  extrinsic  evidence,  there  was  no  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury. 

Wachtel  had  acquired  a  reputation  in  this  country  as  well  as  in 
Europe,  as  a  tenor  singer  of  superior  excellence  ;  and,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  witnesses,  had  made  a  "decided  hit  "in  his  profes- 
sional performances  here.  It  was  his  name  and  capabilities  that 
gave  character  to  the  company,  and  constituted  its  chief  attraction 
to  connoisseurs  and  lovers  of  music,  filling  the  houses  in  which  he 
appeared.  His  connection  with  the  company  was  the  inducement 
to  the  plaintiffs  to  enter  into  the  contract,  and  give  the  troupe 
eighty  per  centum  of  the  gross  receipts  of  the  houses,  one-half  of 
which  went  to  Wachtel.  Both  the  plaintiffs  testified  that  it  was 
Wachtel's  popularity,  and  capabilities  as  a  singer,  upon  which  they 
relied  to  fill  their  theater  and  re-imburse  themselves  for  their  ex- 
penses and  make  a  profit.  The  appearance  of  Wachtel  in  the  operas 
was  the  principal  thing  contracted  for,  and  the  presence  of  the 
others  of  the  company  was  but  incidental  to  the  employment  and 
appearance  of  the  "  famous  German  tenor. "  The  place  of  any 
other  member  of  the  company  could  have  been  supplied,  but  not 
so  of  Wachtel.  His  presence  was  of  the  essence  of  the  contract, 
and  his  part  in  the  performances  could  not  be  performed  by  a 
deputy  or  any  substitute.  The  plaintiffs  would  not  have  been 
bound  to  accept,  and  would  not  have  accepted  the  services  of  the 
troupe  under  the  contract  without  Wachtel ;  it  would  not  have 
been  the  "Wachtel  Opera  Troupe  "  contracted  for  without  him. 
There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts.  The  only  question  is  one  of 
law,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  sickness,  and  consequent  inability  of 
Wachtel  to  fulfill  the  engagement,  upon  the  obligations  of  the 
defendants.  So  far  as  this  question  is  concerned,  it  must  be  treated 
as  if  the  contract  was  for  the  performance  by  Wachtel  alone;  as  if 
he  was  the  solo  performer  contracted  for.  This  follows  from  the 
conceded  fact  that  his  presence  was  indispensable  to  the  performance 
of  the  services  agreed  to  be  rendered  by  the  entire  company.  In 
this  view  of  the  case,  the  legal  question  is  very  easy  of  solution,  and 
can  receive  but  one  answer.  The  sickness  and  inability  of  Wachtel 
occurring  without  the  fault  of  the  defendants  constitutes  a  valid 
excuse  for  ^he  non-performance  of  the  contract.  Contracts  of 
Vol.  XXVII  — 2 
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this  character,  for  the  personal  services,  whether  of  the  contracting 
party  or  of  a  third  person,  requiring  skill,  and  which  can  only  be 
performed  by  the  particular  individual  named,  are  not,  in  thehr 
nature,  of  absolute  obligation  under  all  circumstances.  Both  par- 
ties must  be  supposed  to  contemplate  the  continuance  of  the 
ability  of  the  person  whose  skilled  services  are  the  subject  of  the 
contract,  as  one  of  the  conditions  of  the  contract  Contracts  for 
personal  services  are  subject  to  this  implied  condition,  that  the 
person  shall  be  able  at  the  time  appointed  to  perform  them;  and  if 
he  dies,  or  without  fault  on  the  part  of  the  covenantor  becomes 
disabled,  the  obligation  to  perform  becomes  extinguished.  This  is 
so  well  settled  by  authority  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  do  more  than 
refer  to  a  few  of  the  authorities  directly  in  point.  People  v.  Man- 
ning,  8  Cow.  297;  Jones  v.  Judd^  4  N.  Y.  411;  Clark  v.  Gilbert, 
26  id.  279;  Wolfey.  Howes,  24  Barb.  174,  666;  20  N.  Y.  197;  Oray 
V.  Murray^  3  Johns.  Ch.  167;  Robinson  v.  Davison,  L.  R,  6  ExchtH|. 
269  ;  Boast  v.  Firth,  L.  R,  4  Com.  Pleas,  1.  The  same  principle  was 
applied  in  Dexter  v.  Norton,  47  N.  Y.  62  ;  7  Am.  Rep.  415,  and  for 
the  same  reasons,  to  a  contract  for  the  delivery  of  a  quantity  of  spi^ci- 
fied  cotton  destroyed  by  fire,  without  the  fault  of  the  vendor, 
intermediate  the  time  of  making  the  executory  contract  of  salb 
and  the  time  for  the  delivery. 

The  judgment  must  be  aflSrmed. 

All  concur,  except  Folger,  J.,  absent 

Judgment  affirtneU. 


Wakd  v.  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Telegraph  Co. 

(71 N.  Y.  81.) 
Telegraph  company  —  UabilUy  for  injury  by  breaking  of  pole. 

A  telegraph  company,  having  a  right  to  place  its  line  in  a  public  street,  is 
bound  only  to  reasonable  care ;  can  be  made  responsible  for  an  injury  occur- 
ring from  the  breaking  of  one  of  its  poles,  only  by  proof  of  culpable  negli- 
gence in  the  construction  or  maintenance  of  the  line  ;  and  is  not  bound  so 
to  construct  or  maintain  the  line  as  to  guard  against  storms  of  unusual 
severity,  the  occurrence  of  which  could  not  reasonably  be  expected. 

ACTION  for  damages  sustained  by  plaintiff's  intestate  by  the 
fall  of  one  of  the  defendant's  telegraph  poles  in  a  street  in 
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Brooklyn.     Judgment  on  verdict  was  affirmed,  and  defendant  ap- 
pealed. 

Everett  P.  Wieeler,  for  appellant. 

Wm.  W,  Ooodrich,  for  respondent.  Defendant  was  bonnd  to 
put  up  its  poles  so  as  to  withstand  such  storms  as  are  liable  to 
occur  in  this  climate.  Miller  v.  St,  Nav,  Oo.,  10  N.  Y.  431;  Mayor, 
eic,  V.  Bailey y  2  Den.  433. 

Eabl,  J.  The  defendant  had  the  right  to  place  its  line  in  the 
street,  and  hence  it  can  be  made  responsible  for  the  accident  only 
by  proof  of  culpable  negligence  on  its  part,  either  in  the  construc- 
tion of  the  line  or  its  maintenance.  If  the  post  which  broke  and 
fell  was  originally  not  reasonably  sufficient,  or  if  it  was  permitted 
carelessly  to  become  and  be  insufficient  by  decay,  then  responsi- 
bility attaches  to  the  defendant  for  the  accident. 

The  plaintiff  claimed,  on  the  trial,  that  there  was  some  evidence 
that  the  post  was  originally  insufficient ;  and,  also,  that  it  became 
BO  by  decay;  and  the  judge  submitted  to  the  jury  the  evidence 
upon  both  points. 

The  plaintiff  testified  that  on  Sunday,  the  day  before  the  acci- 
dent, it  was  very  stormy;  that  thei*c  was  rain,  snow  and  sleet ;  that 
the  wires  were  thick  with  frozen  snow  and  sleet,  and  consequently 
bung  down  quite  lev;  more  than  usual.  Other  witnesses  for  plain- 
tiff testified  to  th^  ^ame  facts^  and  that  the  wires  were  covered 
thick  with  wet  snow,  and  all  broken  by  the  weight  thereof,  but 
one.  Heemstone,  a  witness  for  defendant,  testified  that  the  storm 
commenced  Saturday  night,  and  continued  all  Sunday;  that  it  wus 
a  wet  snow  storm,  and  the  snow  clung  to  the  wires ;  that  he  had 
been  in  the  telegraph  business  for  thirteen  or  fourteen  years,  and 
that  this  was  the  worst  storm  on  wires  he  ever  saw  ;  that  he  never 
knew  a  snow  storm  to  break  down  wires  before  ;  that  the  storm 
broke  down  the  line  almost  entirely  in  New  York  and  Brooklyn, 
and  in  a  great  many  other  places,  and  destroyed  the  means  of  com- 
munication for  miles  around ;  that  it  also  broke  down  the  wires  of 
other  companies,  and  with  all  the  force  the  company  could  com- 
mand, it  took  about  a  week  to  repair  the  line.  Drowne,  anotlier 
witness  for  the  defendant,  testified  that  he  had  been  a  repairer  of 
telegraph  lines  for  sixteen  years,  and  that  he  never  saw  a  storm 
which  compared  with  this  in  its  effect  upon  the  wires ;  that  there 
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had  been  preyious  storms  of  sleet  that  had  done  as  mnch  injury  to 
the  wires  as  this  ;  but  not  storms  of  snow ;  and  that  storms  of  snch 
severity  do  not  often  happen.  And  another  witness  in  the  employ 
of  the  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company  testified  that  the  storm 
was  of  unusual  violence,  and  prostrated  a  great  many  poles.  There 
was  also  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  this  line  was 
properly  constructed ;  that  the  wires  and  posts  were  of  sufficient 
strengfh.  Upon  this  evidence  the  judge  instructed  the  jury  that 
the  defendant  was  bound  to  construct  its  line  so  as  not  to  endanger 
the  public  safety ;  that  it  was  not  exempted  from  responsibility 
because  this  accident  occurred  in  consequence  of  a  violent  storm ; 
that  it  was  its  duty  to  put  up  its  poles  in  such  a  manner  as  would 
stand  the  violence  of  such  storms  as  are  likely  to  occur  in  this 
climate  ;  that  he  was  not  aware  of  any  thing  that  occurred  in  refer* 
ence  to  this  storm  that  exempted  it  from  responsibility  on  this  ac- 
count, and  he  also  charged  the  jury  in  reference  to  the  negligent 
maintenance  of  the  line  and  posts.  At  the  close  of  the  charge, 
defendant's  counsel  requested  him  to  charge,  among  other  things, 
"  that  the  defendant  was  not  bound  so  to  make  or  manage  the  line 
as  to  guard  against  storms  of  unusual  severity,  the  occurrence  of 
which  could  not  be  reasonably  expected,"  and  he  declined  the  re- 
quest and  defendant's  counsel  excepted.  In  this,  we  think,  the 
learned  judge  committed  an  error.  The  jury  could  have  found 
from  the  evidence  that  this  was  a  storm  of  unusual  severity,  which 
could  not  reasonably  have  been  expected,  and  they  could  have 
found  that  this  line,  as  originally  constructed,  was  sufficient  for 
such  storms  as  could  have  been  reasonably  expected.  Such  find- 
ings would  have  exempted  the  defendant  from  any  charge  that  its 
line  was  not  properly  constructed.  Bellinger  v.  N.  K  C.  R.  R. 
Co.,  23  N.  Y.  42  ;  Mayor,  etc,  v.  Baileyy  2  Denio,  433.  The  de- 
fendant is  not  absolutely  bound  to  make  it  a  line  safe  to  the  pub- 
lie,  to  have  its  posts  in  the  street  so  strong  and  secure  that  they 
cannot  be  blown  down  or  broken  by  any  storm.  It  does  not  insure 
the  safety  of  travellers  in  the  streets  from  injuries  by  its  posts  law- 
fully placed  there.  It  is  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  in  the  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  its  line,  so  that  no  traveller  shall  be 
injured  by  it,  and  the  amount  of  care  must  be  proportioned  to  the 
amount  of  danger  and  the  liability  to  accident.  The  poles  must 
be  strong  enough  to  withstand  such  violent  storms  as  may  be  rea- 
sonably expected,  but  they  are  not  required  to  be  so  strong  that  no 
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storm  can  break  them,  or  to  withstand  sueli  storms  as  reasonable 
foresight  and  prudence  could  not  anticipate. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  this  request  was  fairly  covered  by  tlie 
charge  as  made.  On  the  contrary,  the  tenor  of  tlie  charge  was 
such  as  to  make  the  request  highly  proper. 

It  may  well  be  doubted  whether  there  was  any  evidence  to  be 
submitted  to  the  jury,  t-ending  to  show  that  this  post  and  the  line 
were  not  originally  sufficient ;  but,  for  reasons  above  stated,  the 
judgment  must  be  reversed  and  new  trial  granted. 

All  concur,  except  Church,  C.  J.,  not  voting ;  Folgee  and 
MiLLF.B,  JJ.,  absent. 

Judgment  reverse^ 


White  v.  Miller. 

CHN.Y.  118.) 

imphed  warranty  on  sale  of  garden  seeds —  metisure  of  damages ^^ evidence-^ 
declaration  of  agent. 

The  defendants.,  a  corporation,  were  growers  of  garden  seeds  for  sale,  and  the 
plaintiffs,  to  the  knowledge  of  defendants,  were  market  gardeners,  who 
raised  vegetables  for  sale.  In  1867  the  plaintiffs  bought  of  the  defendants 
large  Bristol  cabbage  seed,  which  produced  Bristol  cabbage.  In  the  fall  of 
1887,  Miller,  one  of  defendants*  trustees,  informed  plaintiffs  that  defend- 
ants bad  that  year  raised  the  same  kind  of  need,  and  solicited  them  to  par* 
chase.  In  February,  1868,  plaintiffs  applied  to  defendants  for  seed,  and  the 
defendants  exhibited  a  catalogue  of  the  seed  they  had  for  sale,  among  which 
was  large  Bristol  cabbage  seed.  The  plaintiffs  then  onlered  some  of  tba*. 
seed,  with  other,  and  the  seed  was  delivered  to  them,  the  cabbage  seed 
being  billed  **  large  Bristol  cabbage  seed."  The  seed  thus  sold  had  been 
raised  upon  Bristol  cabbage  stocks,  which  were  in  the  vicinity  of  othe: 
varieties  of  cabbage,  and  were  fertilized  by  the  pollen  therefrom,  and  con- 
sequently the  seed  in  question  became  impure,  and  lost  the  character  and 
quality  of  Bristol  cabbage  seed,  and  the  plants  raised  by  the  plaintiffs  there- 
from were  of  no  known  variety,  and  of  no  value  except  for  fodder.  In  an 
action  for  damages,  held,  that  the  defendants  warranted  the  seed  to  be  Bris- 
tol cabbage  seed ;  that  there  was  an  implied  warranty  that  the  seed  had 
been  properly  raised ;  and  that  the  proper  measure  of  damages  was  thw 
difference  in  value  between  the  crop  raised  and  a  crop  of  Bristol  cabba^  ol 
that  year.* 


*  See  Braga  v.  3forria,49  Vt.  45;  IM  Am.  Rep.  108,  and  note,  104. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


24  .  NEW  YORK, 

Wliit«  y.  Miller. 

Id  an  action  for  damages  for  brejirU  of  warranty  of  seed,  inu^rest  on  the  dam- 
ag-es  from  the  time  wlien  the  crop  would  have  been  harvested  and  sold 
cannot  be  recovered. 

In  an  action  of  damaf?es  for  breach  of  warranty  for  sale  of  a  chattel,  doolara 
tions  of  the  vendor's  agent,  eight  months  after  the  sale,  and  not  connected 
with  any  present  business  transaction,  that  the  chattel  was  defective,  are 
inadmissible  in  evidence. 

ACTION  for  damages  for  breach  of  warranty  on  sale  of  seed.  The 
facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion.    Tho  plaintiffs  had  judgmenr. 
and  defendants  ap[>ealed. 

Lyma7i  Tremain,  for  appellants.  There  was  no  express  warrantj. 
Wilmot  V.  Hiird,  11  Wend.  584;  2  Gaines,  48;  Snell  v.  Moses,  1  Johns. 
96 ;  Balden  v.  Dakin,  4  id.  421 ;  Welch  v.  Carter,  1  Wend.  185;  i' 
Cow.  25;  5  N.  Y.  73;  Kent's  Com.  Sales,  1  Den.  378  ;  20  Johns.  196  . 
Duffee  V.  Maso^i,  26  Barb.  141  ;  Moses  \.  Meade,  5  Den.  617.  Tbei-c 
wasno  implied  warranty.  Bnrtlett  v.  Hoppock,  34  N.  Y.  US;  How 
ard  V.  Emerson,  110  Mass.  320  ;  14  Am.  Rep.  608  ;  Hoe  v.  San- 
born, 21  N.  Y.  552;  Dart's  V.  and  P.  261;  Loonus  v.  ye.oholK  15 
Pick.  169;  Zule  v.  Ztile,  24  Wend.  76;  Vanderkarrv.  ^'anderkarr, 
11  Johns.  122;  Gates  v.  Caldwell,  7  Mass.  68;  Sumjier  v.  Williams^ 
8  id.  201;  Parkhurst  v.  Van  Cortland,  I  Johns.  Ch.  273;  yortony. 
Woodruff,  2  N.  Y.  153  ;  Dounce  v.  Doio,  64  id.  411;  34  id.  118 
A.nticipated  profits  could  not  be  allowed  as  damages.  Passinger 
V.  Thorlmrn,  34  N.  Y.  634,  639  ;  Ferris  v.  Com  stock,  33  Conn.  613. 

Esek  Cow&n,  for  respondents.  There  was  an  implied  war- 
ranty that  the  seed  were  genuine  and  merchantable.  Cleu  v.  J/i^ 
Pherson,  1  Bosw.  480 ;  Howard  v.  Hoey,  23  Wend.  350 ;  Reed  t, 
Randall,  29  N.  Y.  358;  Messmore  v.  N,  Y.  Shot  and  Lead  Co.,  40 
id.  422;  1  Story  on  Cont.,  §  514;  1  Pars,  on  Cont.  464;  2  Kent's  Com. 
479;  Hatokins  v.  Pemberton,  51  N.  Y.  198;  Doujice  v.  Dow,  64 
id.  411.  There  was  an  implied  warranty  that  the  seed  was  fit  for 
the  purpose  for  which  it  was  bought.  Hoe  v.  Sanb^^n,  21  N. 
Y.  552.  The  rule  of  damages  was  correct.  Sedg.  on  Dam.  328, 
329;  Griitin  v.  Colvcr,  16  N.  Y.  489;  Pa^svnger  v.  Thorburn, 
34  id.  634;  Milburne  x.  Belloni,  39  id.  53;  Messynore  v.  N,  Y. 
Shot  and  Lead  Co.,  40  id.  422;  Flick  y.  Weather  bee,  20  Wis.  392; 
Parks  V.  Morris  Ax  and  Tool  Co,,  9  Alb.  I..  J.  409;  Wohott  v. 
Mount,  36  N.  J.  (7  Vroom)  272.     Interest  from  the  time  the  crop 
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would  have  been  harvested  and  sold  was  properly  allowed.  Van 
Rensselaer  v.  Jeioeti,  3  N.  Y.  135;  Dana  v.  Fiedler,  12  id.  40;  FisheU 
V.  Wifians,  38  Barb.  230. 

Andrews,  J.  [Omitting  a  question  of  ineori>oration.]  We 
come  now  to  the  considemtioii  of  the  questions  involving  more 
dircctly  the  merits  of  the  action.  The  question  whether  there 
was  a  warranty  by  the  defendants,  that  the  seed  sold  to  the 
plaintiff  was  "genuine  large  Bristol  cabbage  seed,'' which  is  the 
warranty  found  by  the  referee,  must  be  deemed  to  be  established 
by  his  tinding,  unless  it  is  without  support  in  the  evidence.  The 
contract  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  the  seed  was  made  under 
these  circumstances  :  The  defendants  were  growers  of  garden 
seeds  for  sale,  and  the  plaintiffs  were  market  gardeners  raising 
vegetables  for  sale  in  the  market.  In  1867  they  bought  of  the  de» 
fendants  cabbage  seed,  of  the  variety  known  as  large  Bristol  cab- 
bage seed,  which  produced  Bristol  cabbage.  In  the  fall  of  1867, 
Miller,  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  defendants,  informed  the  plain- 
tiffs that  they  had  raised  that  year  200  pounds  of  Bristol  cabbage 
seed,  like  that  the  plaintiffs  had  had,  and  solicited  them  to  come 
early  if  they  wished  any.  In  February,  1868,  the  plaintiffs  went 
to  the  seed  store  of  the  defendants  to  purchase  seeds,  and  on  mak- 
ing their  business  known  to  the  defendants'  clerk,  he  produced  a 
printed  catalogue  of  the  seeds  the  defendants  had  for  sale,  and  ex- 
hibited it  to  the  plaintiffs  ;  and  among  the  seeds  in  the  list  was 
large  Bristol  cabbage  seed.  The  plaintiffs  then  ordered  seeds  of 
different  kinds,  and  among  others,  six  pounds  of  *'  Bristol  cabbage 
seed."  The  clerk  made  a  memorandum  of  the  kind  and  amount 
of  seeds  ordered,  and  promised  to  deliver  them  to  the  plaintiffs 
within  a  few  days.  Some  days  afterward  the  clerk  put  up  the 
seeds,  including  six  pounds  of  cabbage  seed,  and  delivered  them  at 
Aiken's  store,  in  Albany,  for  the  plaintiffs,  with  a  bill  of  parcels, 
us  upon  a  sale  by  Miller  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  cabbage  seed  was 
described  in  the  bill  as  *^six  pounds  large  Bristol  cabbage'*  seed 

The  doctrine  that  a  bargain  and  sale  of  a  chattel  of  a  particular 
description  imports  a  contract  qr  warranty  that  the  article  sold  is 
of  that  description,  is  sustained  by  a  great  weight  of  judicial  au- 
thority. The  cases  of  Seixas  v.  Wood,  2  Caines,  48,  and  Swett  v» 
Colgate,  20  Johns.  196,  based  mainly  upon  the  authority  of  the  case 
of  Chandler  v.  Lopas,  Cro.  J.  4,  are,  it  must  be  admitted,  adverse 
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to  this  yiew.  The  case  of  Chandler  v.  Lopus  has  been  overruled  in 
England^  and  the  cases  in  this  State  referred  to  have  been  often 
questioned,  and  Chancellor  Kent,  who  took  part  in  deciding 
Seixas  v.  Woody  intimates  in  his  Commentaries  a  doubt  whether 
the  case  was  correctly  decided.  2  Kent,  479.  The  case  of  Haw- 
kins  V.  Pemherton,  51  N.  Y.  198  ;  10  Am.  Rep.  595,  adopts,  as  the 
law  in  this  State,  the  doctrine  upon  this  subject  now  prevailing 
elsewhere,  that  a  sale  of  a  chattel  by  a  particular  description  is  a 
warranty  that  the  article  sold  is  of  the  kind  specified  ;  and  this 
case  was  recognized  in  Bounce  v.  Dow,  64  N.  Y.  411,  as  modifying 
the  doctrine  of  Seixas  v.  Wood,  and  Swett  v.  Colgate,  We  think 
the  modem  doctrine  upon  the  subject  is  reasonable,  and  proceeds 
upon  a  just  interpretation  of  the  contract  of  sale.  A  dealer  who 
sells  an  article,  describing  it  by  the  name  of  an  article  of  commerce, 
the  identity  of  which  is  not  known  to  the  purchaser,  must  under- 
stand that  the  latter  relies  upon  the  description  as  a  representation 
by  the  seller  that  it  is  the  thing  described  ;  and  this  constitutes  a 
warranty.  We  content  ourselves  without  further  argument  with 
referring  to  some  of  the  cases  bearing  upon  this  question,  which 
must,  we  think,  be  regarded  as  decisive.  Barr  v.  Gibson,  3  M.  & 
W.  390  ;  Bridge  v.  Wain,  1  Stark.  505  ;  Shepherd  v.  Kain,  5  B.  & 
Aid.  240 ;  Behn  v.  Burness,  3  B.  &  S.  749  ;  Allan  v.  Lake,  18  Ad. 
&  El.  (N.  S.)  561;  Poiver  v.  Barham,  4  Ad.  &  El.  473  ;  Borrehins 
V.  Bevan,  3  Rawle,  37  ;  Heyisliaw  v.  Bobbins,  9  Mete.  83  ;  Hawkins 
V.  Pemberton,  supra. 

The  referee  was,  therefore,  justified  in  finding  that  the  defend- 
ants warranted  the  seed  sold  to  the  plaintiffs  to  be  large  Bristol 
cabbage  seed,  from  the  fact  that  the  plaintiffs  applied  to  purchase 
that  description  of  seed ;  and  that  the  seed  delivered  was  desig- 
nated in  the  bill  of  parcels  as  large  Bristol  cabbage  seed.  The  fact 
that  Chauncey  Miller  was  named  in  the  bill  of  parcels  as  vendor 
did  not  preclude  the  plaintiffs  from  treating  the  transaction  as  a 
sale  by  the  defendants,  and  the  representation  as  having  been  made 
by  them.  Miller  was.  in  fact,  acting  as  their  agent.  The  negotia- 
tion for  the  purchase  of  the  seed  was  made  at  the  store  of  the  so- 
ciety some  days  before  it  was  delivered.  It  was  sent  in  compliance 
with  the  plaintiffs'  order  made  at  that  time.  The  bill  of  parcels 
was  made  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  seed  sent  corre- 
sponded with  the  order  and  the  amount  of  the  purchase,  and  not  to 
show  that  the  contract  was  the  contract  of  the  agent,  or  that  he 
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was  the  vendor,  and  not  the  society.  The  plaintiffs  could,  per- 
haps, have  elected  to  treat  the  warranty  as  the  individual  war- 
ranty of  Miller,  but  they  were  not  confined  to  that  remedy.  If,  in 
fact,  the  sale  was  by  the  defendants,  the  plaintiff  had  the  right  to 
treat  the  contract  and  representation  as  theirs.  The  claim,  that 
the  trustees  had  no  power  to  bind  the  society  by  the  warranty  in 
question,  is  not  well  founded.  They  had,  as  an  incident  to  their 
power  to  make  contracts  of  sale,  the  power  to  give  the  article  sold 
a  name  and  descriptive  character ;  and,  upon  the  warranty  arising 
from  a  sale  of  seeds  by  designation,  the  society  is  clearly  bound, 
irrespective  of  the  question  whether  the  trustees  had  general  au- 
thority from  the  society  to  make  an  express  warranty  on  sales. 
Aside  from  the  warranty  raised  in  this  case  by  the  description  in 
the  bill  of  parcels,  there  was,  also,  upon  the  sale  in  question,  within 
the  authority  of  Hoe  v.  Sanborn,  21  N.  Y.  552,  a  warranty  implied 
by  law,  that  the  seed  sold  were  free  from  any  latent  defect .  arising 
from  the  mode  of  cultivation.  It  was  decided  in  Hoe  v.  Sanbor?i, 
that  upon  a  sale  of  a  chattel  by  a  manufacturer,  a  warranty  is  im- 
plied that  the  article  sold  is  free  from  any  latent  defect  growing 
out  of  the  process  of  manufacture.  The  rule  is  based  on  the  pre- 
sumed superior  knowledge  of  the  vendor ;  and  there  seems  to  be 
the  same  reason  for  implying  a  warranty  on  a  sale  of  seeds  by  the 
grower,  that  they  are  not  defective  from  improper  cultivation,  as 
to  imply  a  warranty  of  freedom  from  defects  in  the  manufacture, 
on  a  sale  by  a  manufacturer  of  the  article  made  by  him.  The 
grower  of  seeds  must  be  presumed  to  be  cognizant  of  any  omission, 
or  negligence  in  cultivation,  whereby  they  have  been  deteriorated 
or  rendered  unfit  for  use. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendants  that  there  was  no  breach  of  any 
warranty  shown,  assuming  that  a  warranty  was  proved,  for  the 
reason  that  the  seed  sold  were  large  Bristol  cabbage  seed.  That 
the  seed  were  Bristol  cabbage  seed  is,  as  the  defendants  insist, 
established  by  the  fact  that  they  grew  upon  stocks  of  Bristol  cab- 
bage. The  referee  finds  that  the  seed  was  raised  upon  Bristol  cab- 
bage stocks,  but  he  further  finds  that  these  stocks  were  planted  in 
the  vicinity  of  stocks  of  other  varieties  of  cabbage,  and  were  fer- 
tilized by  the  pollen  therefrom,  and  that,  in  consequence  of  the 
crossing  of  the  varieties,  the  seed  grown  upon  the  Bristol  cabbage 
stocks  became  impure,  and  were  not  genuine  Bristol  cabbage  seed, 
but  lost  that  character  and  quality,  and  that  the  plants  raised  by 
Vol.  XXVII  —  8 
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the  plaintiffs  from  the  seed  purchased  from  the  defendants^  with  a 
very  few  exceptions,  in  consequence  of  such  crossing,  were  of  no 
known  variety  of  cabbage,  and  wei'e  of  no  value  except  as  food  for 
cattle.  The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  shows  that  they 
set  out  105,000  plants  raised  from  this  seed,  of  which  100,000  lived 
and  grew  vigorously,  but  about  200  only  produced  Bn'stol  cabbages. 
That  the  defendants  intended  to  sell,  and  the  plaintiffs  to  buy  seed 
which  under  proper  cultivation,  if  it  grew  at  all,  would  produce 
Bristol  cabbages,  is  evident.  The  defendants  knew  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  market  gardeners,  and  desired  this  particular  variety  of 
seed.  Bristol  cabbages  were  regarded  as  a  valuable  variety  for  mar- 
keting. The  defendants  raised  the  seed,  and  it  was  not  Bristol 
cabbage  seed,  within  the  meaning  of  the  warninty.  whatever  itvS 
botanical  or  scientific  designation  might  l)(\  unless  it  would  produce 
Bristol  cabbages.  Whether  the  seed  was  Bristol  cahbai^e  seed 
within  the  warranty  dei)ends  not  upon  the  origin  of  the  seed,  or 
the  stocks  upon  which  it  grew,  but  upon  the  fact  whether  Biistoi 
cal)bages  as  known  in  the  market  could  he  raiseo  i herefrom.  The 
contention  of  the  defendants  that  the  warranty  was  not  broken,  if 
technically,  or  in  the  language  of  botanists,  the  seed  was  Bristol 
cabbage  seed,  cannot  therefore  be  sustained.  Hnt.  if  the  defend- 
ants arc  right  upon  this  {mnt,  the  question  would  still  remain 
whether  there  was  a  breach  of  the  implied  warranty;  that  the 
§eed  was  free  from  defects  arising  from  improper  and  negligent 
:;ultivation. 

The  referee,  in  Gxing  the  danjages,  followed  the  rnle  laid  down 
in  Passinger  v.  Thorhurn,  34  N.  Y.  G34,  which  was  also  an  action 
for  a  breach  of  warranty,  in  tlie  sale  of  cabbairc  sccil.  The  defend- 
ant in  that  case  warranted  the  seed  to  he  Bristol  cabbage  seed,  and 
that  it  Avould  produce  Bristol  cabbage.  The  conrt  held,  all  the 
judges  concurring,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the 
difference  in  value  between  the  crop  raised  from  the  defective  seed, 
and  a  cro]>  of  Bristol  cabbage,  such  as  would  ordinarily  have  been 
produced  in  the  year  in  which  the  seed  was  to  be  sown.  The 
learned  judge,  who  delivered  the  opinion,  referred  to  a  large  num- 
ber of  authorities  as  sustaining  the  rnle  adopted  by  the  court; 
and,  among  others.  t<)  the  case  of  Randall  v.  Roper,  E.  B.  &  E.  84-, 
\\\  which  it  was  held  that  in  an  action  on  a  warranty,  made  by  the 
defendants  to  the  j)laintiff,  on  a  sale  by  the  former  to  the  latter  of 
seed  barley,  that  the  seed  sold  was  **  chevalier"  seed  barley,  but 
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which  was,  in  fact,  barley  of  an  inferior  quality;  the  plainliffs,  who 
had  resold  the  barley,  with  a  similar  warranty,  could  recover  of 
their  vendors  the  loss  sustained  by  the  sub-vendees,  measured  by 
the  difference  in  value  between  the  inferior  crop  produced  and  that 
which  might  have  been  produced  from  *'  chevalier"  barley.  The 
case  of  Passinger  v.  Thorburn  was  approved  in  Milburn  v.  BeUoni, 
39  N.  Y.  63,  and  was  said  by  the  court  to  be  decisive  of  the  case 
then  under  consideration.  In  Wolcott  v.  Mount,  36  N.  J.  262;  13 
Am.  Rep.  438;  20  id.  425,  and  Fleck  v.  Weatherion,  20  Wis.  392, 
the  rule  adopted  in  Passinger  v.  Tliorburn  was  approved  and 
applied  by  the  court.  We  think  the  case  of  Passinger  v.  Tliorburn 
should  be  adhered  to.  It  was  carefully  considered  and  decided,  and 
we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  rule  thei*e  adopted  is  a  depart- 
ure from  correct  principle.  Gains  prevented,  as  well  as  losses  sus- 
tained, may  be  recovered  as  damages  for  a  breach  of  contract,  where 
they  can  be  rendered  reasonably  certain  by  evidence,  and  have 
naturally  resulted  from  the  breach.  Masterton  v.  The  Mayor,  etc., 
7  Hill,  61;  Griffin  v.  Colv»i',  16  N.  Y.  489;  Messmore  v.  The  N.  Y. 
Shot  and  Lead  Co,,  40  id.  422.  But  mere  contingent  or  speculative 
gains  or  losses,  with  respect  to  which  no  mean^  exist  of  ascertain- 
ing with  any  certainty  whether  they  would  have  resulted  or  not, 
are  rejected,  and  the  jury  will  not  be  allowed  to  consider  them. 
Can  it  be  said  that  the  damages  allowed  in  Passinger  v.  TJiorburn 
are  incapable  of  being  ascertained  with  reasonable  certainty  by  a 
jury? 

The  character  of  the  season,  whether  favorable  or  unfavorable 
for  production;  the  manner  in  which  the  plants  set  were  cultivated; 
the  condition  of  the  ground;  the  results  observed  in  the  same 
vicinity  where  cabbages  were  planted,  under  similar  circumstances; 
the  market  value  of  Bristol  cabbages  when  the  crop  matured;  the 
value  of  the  crop  raised  from  the  defective  seed;  these  and  other 
circumstances  may  be  shown  to  aid  the  jury,  and  from  which  they 
can  ascertain  approximately  the  extent  of  the  damages  resulting 
from  the  loss  of  a  crop  of  a  particular  kind. 

The  referee  allowed  interest  on  the  damages  from  the  time 
the  crop  would  have  been  harvested  and  sold.  We  are  of  opinion 
that  this  was  erroneous.  The  demand  was  unliquidated,  and  the 
amount  could  not  be  determined  by  computation  simply,  or  refer- 
ence to  market  values.  McMahon  v.  N.  Y.  cf  B,  U,  R.  Cc, ,  20  N. 
Y.  469;  Smith  v.   Vehe,  60  id.  106;  Sedg.  on  Dam.  3?7. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


20  NKW  YORK, 


White  V.  Miller. 


The  -remaining  questions  arise  ujH>n  t\\ceptioii.s  taken  by  the 
defendants  to  the  admission  or  rejeetion  of  evidence,  and  without 
passing  upon  the  validity  of  the  other  exceptions  of  this  character 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  referee  erred  in  allowing  the  convei*sa- 
tion  between  Chauncey  Miller  and  the  plaintiff  White,  at  the  inter- 
view between  them,  in  the  fall  of  18G8,  to  he  given  in  evidence. 
This  conversation  occurred  nearly  eight  months  after  the  sale  of 
the  seed,  and  the  making  of  the  warranty  upon  which  the  action 
is  brought.  If  the  declarations  of  Miller  on  this  occasion  were 
admissible  to  bind  the  society,  they  furnished  very  material  evi- 
dence to  sustain  the  plaintiffs'  case.  The  plaintiffs  sought  to  estab- 
lish among  other  things,  that  the  defect  in  the  seed  was  owing  to 
improper  and  negligent  cultivation,  thereby  raising  an  implied 
warranty,  in  addition  to  the  warranty  arising  out  of  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  bill  of  parcels;  and  it  was  also  an  essential  part  of  their 
(•use.  to  (vstablish  that  the  seed  sold  were  not  Bristol  cabbage  seed; 
and  this  they  sought  to  show,  by  proving  by  gardeners  and  other 
p(Msoii8  who  liad  purchased  seed  of  the  defendants  of  the  same  kind 
as  tliat  sold  to  the  plaintiffs,  that  their  croi)s  had  also  failed, 
and  that  the  seed  did  not  produce  Bristol  cabbage.  The  admis- 
sions of  Miller,  in  the  conversation  proved,  tended  to  establish 
both  of  the  facts  referred  to,  viz.:  that  the  seed  was  inferior  and 
mixed,  owing  to  the  improper  cultivation,  and  that  it  would  not 
produce  Bristol  cabbage  He  stated  in  the  conversation,  that  the 
impurity  of  the  seed  was  owing  to  planting  the  Bristol  cabbage 
stocks  in  the  vicinity  of  stocks  of  the  red  cabbage,  and  that  the 
society  had,  in  consequence  of  the  defective  character  of  the  seed, 
lost  their  own  crops  of  cabbage  in  that  year.  The  proof  of  this 
conversation  was  objected  to  on  several  grounds;  and  among 
others,  that  the  declarations  of  Miller, when  not  engaged  in  the  bus- 
iness of  the  society,  were  not  admissible.  The  general  rule  is,  that 
what  one  person  says  out  of  court  is  not  admissible  to  charge  or 
bind  another.  The  exception  is  in  cases  of  agency;  and  in  cases 
of  agency,  the  declarations  of  the  agent  are  not  competent  to  charge 
the  principal,  upon  proof  merely  that  the  relation  of  principal  and 
agent  existed  when  the  declarations  were  made.  It  must  further 
appear  that  the  agent,  at  the  time  the  declarations  were  made,  was 
engaged  in  executing  the  authority  conferred  upon  him,  and  that 
the  declarations  related  to,  and  were  connected  with  the  business 
tlieii  depending,  so  that  they  constituted  a  part  of  res  geatcB.     la 
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Fairlie  v.  Hastings^  10  Ves.  127,  Sir  William  Grakt  expressed 
with  great  clearness  and  accuracy,  the  doctrine  upon  this  subject 
He  said:  ''What  an  agent  has  said  may  be  what  constitutes  the 
agreement  of  the  principal ;  or  the  representations  or  statements 
made  may  be  the  foundation  of,  or  the  inducement  to  the  agreement 
Therefore,  if  a  writing  is  not  necessary  by  law,  the  evidence  must 
be  admitted,  to  prove  the  agent  did  make  that  statement  or  repre- 
sentation. So,  with  regard  to  acts  done,  the  words  with  which 
these  acts  are  accompanied  frequently  tend  to  determine  their 
quality.  The  party,  therefore,  to  be  bound  by  the  act  must  be 
affected  by  the  words.  But  except  in  one  or  the  other  of  these 
ways,  I  do  not  know  how  what  is  said  by  an  agent  can  be  evidence 
against  the  principal.  The  mere  assertion  of  a  fact  cannot  amount 
to  proof  of  it,  though  it  may  have  some  relation  to  the  business  in 
which  the  person  making  that  assertion  was  employed  as  agent."  See, 
also.  Story  on  Ag.,  §§  134,137;  Thallhimer  v.  Brinckerhoff,  4  Wend. 
394;  Hubbard  v.  Blmer,  7  id.  446 ;  Luby  v.  ff,  R  R.  R.  Co.,  17  K  Y.  131. 
The  rule  that  the  declarations  of  the  agent  are  inadmissible  to  bind 
the  principal  unless  they  constitute  the  agreement  which  he  is  author- 
ized to  make,  or  relate  to  and  accompany  an  act  done  in  the  course  of 
the  agency,  is  applicable  in  all  cases,  whether  the  agent  is  a  general 
or  special  one,  or  the  principal  is  a  corporation  or  private  person. 
Angell  &  Ames  on  Corp.,  §  309;  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  114a. 

The  conversation  with  Miller  was  inadmissible  within  the  rule 
stated.  It  was  not  a  part  of  any  contract  between  the  society  and 
the  plaintiffs,  nor  was  it  connected  with  any  business  which  Miller 
was  at  the  time  transacting  for  the  defendants.  The  plaintiffs  had 
not  then,  so  far  as  it  appears,  made  any  claim  that  the  defendants 
were  liable  on  the  warranty,  or  that  the  failure  of  the  crop  was 
owing  to  a  defect  in  the  seed.  The  plaintiff  White  states  that  up 
to  the  time  of  the  conversation  he  had  not  been  able  to  account 
for  the  failure.  He  had  written  to  Miller  before  the  conversation, 
and  requested  him  to  look  at  the  crop,  and  to  explain,  if  he  could,  the 
cause  of  the  failure;  and  not  receiving  an  answer,  he  went  to  see 
Miller,  when  the  conversation  referred  to  occurred.  Miller  at  this 
time  made  no  contract  or  arrangement  with  White  for  a  settlement 
or  adjustment  of  any  liability  incurred  by  the  society,  and  he  had 
no  authority  to  bind  the  society  if  he  attempted  to  do  so,  to  pay 
the  large  damages  subsequently  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs.  The 
covenant  expressly  declares  that  no  important  contract  made  by  the 
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trustees  shall  be  cousidered  valid  without  the  pi-evious  approbation 
of  the  ministry  and  elders.  An  agreement  to  |M*y  s**veral  thousand 
dollars  damages  on  a  sale  of  thirty-six  dollars'  worth  of  seed,  would 
be  an  important  contract,  beyond  the  power  of  the  trustees  alone  to 
make. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  refei*ee  erred  in 
the  admission  of  the  conversation  in  question. 

The  evidence  was  important,  and  we  cannot  say  that  it  did  not 
influence  the  result.  For  tiie  error  in  admitting  it,  the  judgment 
should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted. 

All  concur. 

Sapallo  and  Millek,  J  J.,  concur  in  opinion  as  to  question  of 
evidence,  and  in  result  on  other  grounds. 

Judgm&fU  reversecL 


PiERc  E  V.  Pierce. 

<:i  N.  Y.  154.) 
AnUnuptial  contract  —  ttJuiL  acoidni  by  misrepreserUoHon, 

A  procured  the  execution  bv  B,  hin  intended  wife,  of  an  ajfreement  hj  which. 
In  consideration  of  $500  to  be  paid  to  her  if  ?he  Burvived  him,  e\\e  agreed  to 
relinquish  all  her  rights  in  his  property  and  estate.  He  represented  lo  her, 
without  reading,  and  without  her  reading,  the  agreement,  that  she  was  to 
receive  $oOO  in  cash,  $500  if  she  survived  him.  and  the  deed  of  a  house  and 
lot.  Nothing  whatever  was  rver  givon  her  under  the  agreement.  In  pro- 
ceedings after  his  death,  /icld,  that  tlie  agreement  was  void,  and  the  widow 
was  entitled  to  her  distributive  shan*  in  his  estate. 

Ante-nuptial  agreements  are  s<*verely  scrutinized  by  the  courts,  and  owing  to 
the  confidential  relations  of  the  [lartieH,  it  »eemH  that  the  presumption  is 
against  their  validity,  and  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  husband  to 
prove  the  perfect  fairness  of  the  transaction.     {See  iu4e.  p.  26.) 

APPEAL  from  a  judgniont  modifying  a  surrogate's  decree  on 
final  accounting  of  tlu*  rcsiH)ndcnt,  widow  of  the  intestjite.  as 
administratrix.  The  surrogate'  credited  her  with  ^oOO,  and  denieu 
her  any  distril)utive  share  in  tiie  estate.  The  Supreme  Court  struck 
out  that  credit,  an<l  gave  her  her  distributive  siiare.  Tlie  other 
facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 
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Pierce  v.  Pierce. 
W.  Oleason,  for  appellant. 

J.  H,  Maynard,  for  respondent. 

Miller,  J.  Upon  the  accounting  of  Mrs.  Pierce,  as  adminis- 
tratrix of  her  deceased  husband's  estate,  before  the  surrogate,  it 
was  held  that  the  ante-nuptial  agreement  entered  into  at  the  time 
of  their  marriage  was  valid  and  in  full  force,  and  for  that  reason 
she  was  not  entitled  to  a  share,  as  his  widow,  in  the  distribution  of 
his  estate,  and  was  only  allowed  the  amount  named  in  said  agree- 
ment. The  agreement  referred  to  purported  to  have  been  entered 
into  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  and  for  the  purpose  of  making 
provision  for  a  fit  and  proper  settlement  by  the  deceased,  for  the 
benefit  of  his  intended  wife,  and  thereby  the  deceased  agreed  that 
if  the  marriage  was  had  and  solemnized,  he  would,  in  case  she  sur- 
vived him,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  her,  the  sum  of  $500  for  her 
sole  and  separate  use;  and  she  agreed,  in  consideration  of  the 
"  money  paid  to  her,"  that  said  money  should  be  in  full  satisfac- 
tion of  her  dower,  and  bar  her  from  claiming  the  same,  or  any 
share  of  his  personal  property,  unless  given  to  her. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  contract  in  question  cannot  be 
upheld,  for  the  reason  that  the  evidence  establishes  beyond  any 
controversy  that  it  was  executed  by  the  respondent,  under  a  belief 
—  which  was  created  by  the  conduct  and  declarations  of  the 
deceased  —  that  it  contained  more  beneficial  provisions  in  her 
favor  than  were  contained  in  the  same,  and  that  the  deceased,  tak- 
ing advantage  of  the  confidential  relationship  existing  between  him 
and  the  respondent,  who  was  the  intended  wife  of  the  deceased,  he 
was  chargeable  with  fraud  and  misrepresentation  in  procuring  her 
signature  to  the  same. 

Ante-nuptial  contracts,  whereby  the  future  wife  releases  her 
claim  to  her  right  of  dower,  and  all  other  rights  to  the  estate  of  her 
husband  upon  his  decease,  are  fully  recognized  in  law.  When 
fairly  made  and  executed  without  fraud  or  imposition,  they  will 
be  enforced  by  the  courts.  The  surrender  and  release  of  rights  to 
be  acquired  by  the  intended  wife  by  the  marriage  relation  must, 
however,  be  regarded  with  the  most  rigid  scrutiny;  and  courts  will 
not  enforce  contracts  of  this  nature  against  the  wife  where  the  cir- 
cumstances establish  that  she  has  been  overreached  and  deceived, 
or  been  induced  by  false  representations  to  enter  into  a  contract 
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which  does  not  express  or  carry  out  the  real  intention  of  the  par- 
ties. The  relationship  of  parties  who  are  about  to  enter  into  the 
married  state  is  one  of  mutual  confidence,  and  far  different  from 
that  of  those  who  are  dealing  with  each  other  at  arms'  length.  This 
is  especially  the  case  on  the  part  of  the  woman;  and  it  is  the  duty 
of  each  to  be  frank  and  unreserved  when  about  to  enter  into  an 
imte-nuptial  contract,  by  a  full  disclosure  of  all  facts  and  circum- 
stances which  may  in  any  way  affect  the  agreement.  Kline  v.  Kline, 
57  Penn.  St.  120. 

In  the  case  cited,  which  involved  the  validity  of  a  marriage  con- 
tract, it  was  held  there  was  error  in  the  charge  of  the  judge  to  the 
jury  that  the  woman  was  bound  to  exercise  her  judgment,  and  take 
advantage  of  the  opportunity  that  existed  to  obtain  information  — 
if  she  did  not  do  so,  it  was  her  fault;  and  that  the  parties  were  deal- 
ing at  arms'  length.  See,  also,  case  of  Kline's  Estate,  64  Penn.  St 
122,  which  holds  that  parties  to  such  a  contract  occupy  a  confiden- 
tial relation;  and  Tarbell  v.  Tarhelly  10  Allen,  278;  Fay  v.  Rickman, 
1  N.  C.  (Bush's  Eq.)  278;  Woodward  v.  Woodward,  5  Sneed,  49. 
These  authorities  go  very  far  in  holding  that  the  courts  require 
strict  proof  of  fairness,  when  called  upon  to  enforce  an  ante- 
nuptial contract  against  the  wife,  and  especially  when  it  is 
apparent  that  the  provision  made  for  the  wife  is  inequitable,  unjust 
and  unreasonably  disproportionate  to  the  means  of  the  husband. 
The  rule  undoubtedly  is  that  in  such  a  ease  every  presumption  is 
against  the  validity  of  the  contract,  and  the  bunlen  of  proof  is 
cast  upon  the  husband,  or  those  who  represent  him,  in  order  to 
uphold  and  enforce  the  same  as  a  valid  and  subsisting  agreement. 
It  is  also  a  well-settled  principle  that  a  court  of  equity  will  inter- 
pose its  power  to  set  aside  an  instrument  executed  between  parties 
who  stand  in  confidential  relations,  when  there  is  evidence  show- 
ing fraud,  or  even  when  it  appears  that  undue  influence  has 
been  exercised,  when  one  party  is  so  situated  as  to  exercise  a  con- 
trolling influence  over  the  will,  conduct,  and  interest  of  the  other. 
Sears  v.  Shafer,  6  N.  Y.  268  ;  Nesbit  v.  Lockman,  34  id.  167.  So, 
also,  when  one  party  is  intrusted  to  reduce  a  contract  to  writing, 
he  is  bound  to  do  so  faithfully  and  truly  ;  and  any  variation  from 
it,  by  omitting  some  of  its  terms,  or  by  inserting  provisions  D'^t 
embraced  in  it,  if  not  known  to  the  other  party  and  distinctly  assen- 
ted to  by  him,  is  a  clear  fraud.  Botsford  v.  Mc  Leauj  45  Barb.  478- 
488,  and  authorities  cited.     While  parties  to  a  written  agreement 
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should  look  out  for  themselves,  and  ordinarily  the  written  contract 
is  presumed  to  express  their  common  intention,  yet,  when  one 
occupies  a  confidential  relationship  to  the  other,  and  was  intrusted 
with  reducing  it  to  writing,  and  it  is  clearly  made  to  appear  that 
the  written  contract  was  untrue,  and  misrepresents  and  misstate* 
the  real  intention  as  understood  and  agreed  upon,  it  cannot  stand. 
More  especially  is  this  rule  applicable  when  undue  advantage  has 
been  taken  and  a  fraud  perpetrated.  Within  the  rules  referred  to, 
a  case  is  made  out  by  the  evidence  which  establishes  that  the 
alleged  ante-nuptial  agreement  was  nugatory  and  void.  The  testi- 
mony is  uncontradicted  and  unimpeached,  that  when  the  respond- 
ent signed  the  contract  she  acted  under  a  belief  and  conviction 
that  she  was  thereby  to  receive  the  sum  of  $500  in  cash,  a  deed  of 
a  house  and  lot,  and  $500  if  she  survived  the  deceased.  The  con- 
tract was  stated  or  read  to  the  respondent  as  containing  those  pro- 
visions, before  the  proposed  marriage;  and  when  it  was  assented  to 
by  her,  at  the  time  when  the  contract  was  finally  executed,  the 
deceased  stated  to  the  clergyman  who  performed  the  marriage 
ceremony  and  witnessed  the  written  agreement,  that  it  was 
unnecessary  for  him  to  read  it  —  intimating  that  the  contents 
were  known  and  understood.  It  was  not  read  at  that  time,  nor 
does  it  appear  distinctly  that  it  was  ever  read  by  the  respondent  at 
any  time.  It  is  also  proved  that  after  the  marriage,  on  one  occar 
sion,  the  deceased  asked  the  respondent  if  she  did  not  wish  she 
had  the  contract,  and  she  replied  it  was  not  good  for  any  thing, 
unless  he  paid  her  the  $500  he  had  agreed  to.  And  in  the  summer 
of  1860  the  respondent  stated  to  the  deceased  that  he  had  agreed 
to  give  her  the  house  and  lot,  and  asked  him  why  he  did  not  do  it; 
and  he  replied,  that  perhaps  she  should  have  the  house  he  lived  in, 
or  to  that  effect.  It  thus  appeared  that  he  acquiesced  in  the  state- 
ment made  as  to  the  contents  of  the  contract,  and  did  not  deny 
that  it  contained  the  provisions  claimed  by  her.  The  proof  referred 
to  shows  that  he  kept  it  all  the  time  in  his  own  possession,  or  under 
his  own  control;  and  when  called  upon  to  fulfill  his  engagement, 
he  failed  to  deny  the  statements  as  to  the  agreement  actually  made, 
»nd  virtually  admitted  that  they  were  correct. 

It  is  plain  that  the  respondent  understood  the  contract  as  con- 
taining the  provisions  stated  by  the  deceased,  and  that  the  deceased 
understood  that  such  was  her  belief  as  to  its  contents.     He  per- 
mitted her  to  act  on  this  hypothesis,  and  while  laboring  under  an 
Vol.  XXVII -4 
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entire  mistake,  without  correcting  it,  and  it  does  not  rest  with  his 
heirs  now  to  claim  that  it  was  otherwise  than  the  deceased  stated 
and  the  respondent  understood  at  the  time.  She  married  him 
under  such  a  belief,  and  he  having  knowledge  that  such  was  her 
understanding  of  the  agreement,  those  who  represent  him  are 
estopped  now  from  insisting  that  the  contract  was  valid  and  should 
be  enforced. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  the  alleged  contract  was  invalid  and  void, 
and  the  General  Term  very  properly  modified  the  decree  of  the 
surrogate  by  allowing  the  respondent  a  distributive  share,  as  widow, 
in  the  estate  of  the  deceased. 

No  other  question  raised  demands  comment,  and  the  judgment 
of  the  General  Term  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

All  concur,  except  Rapallo,  J.,  absent 

Judgment  affirmed. 

None  BT  TBE  Rrpobtbb.— The  duty  of  ooorte  (o  ezeroiBe  a  rlgflant  Borutinj  of  nuuiiB^ 
BetUementa  whenever  fraud  is  alleged  has  been  aaserted  In  many  cases.  The  following 
are  the  principal  cases  cited  by  the  court  and  counsel  on  this  point  In  the  principal  case. 

Pagev.  Home,  11  Beav.  Ssn',  A.  D.  1848.  Here  a  settlement  in  contemplation  of  mar- 
riage was  made  of  the  woman's  own  property  on  herself,  and  was  revoked  by  her  with- 
out consultation  on  the  day  before  the  marriage  The  revocation  was  held  invalid  in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  its  entire  fairness.  The  court  said :  **  It  is  true  that  no  influence 
is  proved  to  have  been  used;  but  no  one  can  say  what  may  be  the  extent  of  the  influ- 
ence of  a  man  over  a  woman,  whose  consent  to  marriage  he  has  obtained.  Here,  the  hus- 
band having  mortgaged  the  property,  we  are  told  by  the  report  of  the  master  that  no 
undue  influence  had  been  used.  The  court,  however,  will  look  with  great  vigilance  at  the 
circumstances  and  situation  of  the  parties  in  such  cases  as  the  present,  and  will  not 
only  consider  the  influence  which  the  intended  husband,  either  by  soothing  op  \1oIence, 
may  have  used,  but  require  satisfactory  evidence  that  it  has  not  been  used  **  "I  tliink 
it  was  not  competent  for  him  afterward  to  deal  with  her  alone,  in  obtaining  a  revooa 
tion  of  the  settlement." 

TayhfT  v.  Rickman,  1  N.  C.  278,  A.  D.  1868.  This  was  a  bill  filed  by  a  purchaser  of 
property  from  defendant's  wife,  and  alleged  to  have  been  settled  by  him  on  her  l>efore 
marriage.  The  court  said  :  '♦To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  aid  of  the  court  in  canning 
Into  effect  the  marriage  articles  executed  by  the  defendant  and  the  sister  of  the  plaintiff. 
it  was  necessary  for  him  to  allege  and  prove  that  the  Instrument  was  executed  by  the 
defendant  deliberately,  and  without  surprise  or  imposition.  The  plaintiff  makes  the 
allegation,  but  it  is  denied  by  the  defendant,  who  avers  that  the  execution  of  the  instru- 
ment was  obtained  from  him  both  by  surprise  and  imposition,  for  that  the  subject  was 
never  mentioned  to  him  untU  the  parties  were  on  the  floor  to  be  married ;  that  he  was 
surprised,  confustHi,  and  in  the  act  of  going  off  without  being  married,  whereupon  being 
told  by  the  magistrate  that  the  paper  would  not  be  valid  without  being  registered,  and 
believing  afterward  that  he  would  have  his  election  either  to  have  it  registered  or  not 
he  leaves  it  to  be  inferred  that  he  did  sign  it,  and  the  parties  were  then  married.  He 
kept  the  paper  and  never  did  have  it  registered . "  *♦  The  plaintiff  has  failed  to  prove 
his  allegation.''  The  property  in  question  was  two  negro  slaves  owned  by  the  wife  be- 
fore marriage. 

CnhtM'ti  V.  Brocfc,  20  Beav.  S«4,  A .  D.  1856.  The  principal  doctrine  wa«  recognized.  Here 
a  debtor  induced  a  lady,  whom  he  was  engaged  to  marry,  to  become  security  for  his 
debt.     It  was  held  that  although  the  wife  might  complain  of  the  transaction  as  between 
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herself  and  her  husband,  yet  the  only  duty  of  the  creditor,  who  was  aware  of  the  rela- 
tion of  the  parties,  was  to  see  that  she  had  proper  professional  assistance,  and  that 
any  fraud  or  misrepresentation  of  the  debtor  in  the  transaction,  of  which  the  creditor  bad 
no  notice,  did  not  affect  his  security. 

Cnulmn  v.  AUlMm,  2  DeGex.  F.  &  J.  621,  A.  D.  1860.  Where  a  widower  married  the  m*- 
ter  of  his  deceased  wife,  and  she  after  such  marriage  gave  him  all  her  property,  it  was 
held  that  the  burden  of  showing  that  at  the  time  of  entering  Into  the  transaction  she 
was  folly,  falriy,  and  truly  informed  of  its  character,  and  of  her  legal  tttatiui^  was  on  the 
husband,  and  also  that  such  a  marriage  was  not  a  sufficient  consideration  for  such  a  con- 
veyance. The  case  seems  to  have  been  put  on  the  latter  ground,  for  the  court  said, 
supposing  both  parties  to  have  been  aware  of  the  true  state  of  the  law,  ^*  nothing  can 
wen  be  conceived  more  immoral  than  for  a  woman  to  make  over  the  whole  of  her  prop- 
erty to  a  man  in  contemplation  of  continuing  an  illicit  intercourse  with  hira  for  the  re- 
mainder of  their  Joint  lives."' 

James  v.  Holmes  81  L.  J.  (N  S.)  Ch.  667,  A.  D.  1862.  When  a  man  lived  with  a  woman 
tn  the  character  of  her  husband,  and  obtained  money  from  her  that  he  might  invest  it, 
the  court  refused,  without  positive  proof,  to  declare  that  he  was  not  a  trustee,  or  to  per- 
mit him  after  eleven  yean  to  claim  the  money  or*  Investments  as  his  own,  or  as  a  loan. 
The  plaintiff  was  Illiterate,  and  the  money  was  obtained  while  the  defendant  was  prom, 
taing  to  marry  her. 

Kltnev.  Kline,  67  Penn.  St.  190,  A  D.  1868.  The  court  below  diarged  that  **  the  woman 
was  bound  to  exercise  her  judgment,  and  take  advantage  of  the  opportunity  that  existed 
to  obtain  information  ;  If  she  did  not  do  so.  It  was  her  ovm  fault.  The  parties  were 
dealing  at  arm's  length.  He  was  not  bound  to  didose  to  her  the  amount  or  value  of  his 
property/'  This  was  held  error.  The  court  say  :  "There  is  perhaps  no  relation  of  life 
to  which  more  unbounded  confidence  is  reposed  than  in  that  existing  between  parties 
who  are  betrothed  to  each  other.  Especially  does  the  woman  place  the  most  Implicit 
tmst  In  the  truth  and  affection  of  him  in  whose  keeping  she  is  about  to  deposit  the  happi- 
ness of  her  future  life.  From  him  she  has  no  secrets  ;  she  believes  he  has  none  from 
her.  To  consider  such  persons  as  in  the  same  category  as  buyers  and  sellers,  and  to  say 
that  they  are  dealing  at  arm's  length,  we  think  is  a  mistake.  Surely  when  a  man  and 
woman  are  on  the  eve  of  marriage,  and  it  Is  proposed  between  them,  as  in  this  instance, 
to  enter  Into  an  ante-nuptial  contract  upon  the  subject  of  the  ^  enjo^nnent  and  disposition 
of  their  respective  estates,*  it  is  the  duty  of  each  to  be  frank  and  unreserved  In  the  dis 
dosure  pf  all  circumstances  naturally  bearing  upon  the  agreement.  R  may  perhapn  be 
premimed  in  the  first  inntance  that  mrh  dhclrmirc  was  made,  but  any  designed  and  mate- 
rial concealment  ought  to  avoid  the  contract  at  the  will  of  the  party  who  has  been  in- 
jured." The  words  Italicized  are  obiter,  and  evidently  In  conflict  with  the  well-settled 
doctrine,  but  the  opinion  was  addressed  only  to  the  error  of  the  charge,  and  expresses 
the  right  doctrine  so  far  as  it  was  necessary  to  go. 

WoUastan  v.  Tribe.  9  L.  R.  Eq.  44,  A.  D.  1869.  One  claiming  under  a  marriage  settle- 
tlement,  not  subject  to  revocation,  has  the  burden  of  proving  that  the  gift  was  under- 
stood by  the  dor  r  to  be  irrevocable.  The  question  was  between  the  donor  and  neph- 
ews and  nieces.  .e  court  said,  "She  never  had  fully  explained  to  her  the  nature  of 
the  settlement  which  she  executed,  and  she  was  really  in  the  hands  of  persons  who  de- 
rive a  benefit  from  the  settlement  " 

Folk  V.  Turner,  101  Mass.  494.  A.  D.  1869.  A  voluntary  settlement,  by  a  woman  in  con- 
templation of  marriage,  of  her  property  in  trust  for  her  exclusive  benefit  during  her  life 
notwithstanding  the  marriage,  will  not  be  set  aside  after  the  marriage,  on  the  mere 
ground  that  the  trustee  was  her  confidential  adviser,  although  she  Is  able  to  manage 
the  property,  and  wishes  to  regain  possession.  The  court  said,  "  She  appears  to  have 
been  In  a  state  of  Independence,  and  wholly  disregarded  what  she  avers  he  advised  in  re- 
tpect  toher  nuuriage  :  and  where  such  Independence  exists,  a  contract  will  not  be  set 
•side  merely  on  account  of  confidential  relations." 

RockafeUniov.  Newcomh,  87111.  186,  A.  D.  1870.  Here  the  principal  doctrine  was  invoked 
tor  the  protection  of  the  man  against  the  woman.  The  intended  husband,  at  the  woman's 
■oUdtatlon,  had  deeded  her  a  piece  of  land  worth  $7,000  in  exchange  for  one  worth  $700: 
and  afterward  she  declined  to  nuury  him.    The  court  amended  the  conveyance.    The  court 
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■aid:  ''Tliis  man  with  his  fervid  passion  and  stPon^  love  was  not  well  matched  afpaiiMt 
an  accomplished  woman,  in  the  incipient  8taK«?«  of  their  engai^eraent."  "The  contest  waa 
unequal.  A  woman  can  always  exercise  an  undue  influence  over  the  man  she  professes  to 
love."  * 'The  woman  felt  and  knew  her  power  and  exeri'ised  it.  She  replied,  *Therete 
no  use  of  further  talk  of  our  marriage . '  This  accomplished  the  object.  Appellant  yielded, 
and  executed  the  deed.  She  had  an  undue  influence  over  him,  and  took  advantage  of  the 
relation  between  them.  That  this  influence  existed,  and  was  exercised  to  the  great  benefit 
of  one,  and  to  the  great  disadvantage  of  the  other,  there  can  be  no  doubt.  There  could  be 
no  other  relations  between  persons  where  a  greater  influence  could  be  exerted,  and  an  un- 
due  purpose  more  easily  achieved.  This  situation  of  the  parties  with  respect  to  each  other, 
the  close  intimacy;  the  loving  correspondence ;  the  threat  to  annul  the  marriage  contract; 
the  great  difference  in  the  value  of  the  two  pieces  of  property,  all  raise  the  presumption  of 
undue  influence.'* 

RtmelVs  Appeal,  75  Penn.  St.  200,  A.  D.  1874.  It  was  here  held  that  while  the  mert 
omission  of  counsel  to  advise  the  insertion  of  a  power  of  revocation  in  an  ante-ouptlal 
agreement  made  by  a  woman  is  not  ground  to  set  aside  a  voluntary  conveyance,  ye( 
the  absence  of  such  a  power,  and  failure  of  counsel  to  advise  the  Insertion,  are  cir- 
cumstances to  show  a  want  of  deliberate  executlon.'and  cast  upon  the  person  claimiof 
the  benefit  under  the  agreement  the  burden  of  proving  Its  fairness.  Here  the  hus- 
band was  dead,  and  the  claimants  were  others  provided  for  by  the  agreement. 

The  best  review  of  the  adjudications  on  this  subject  Is  White  and  Tudor's  Leadlog 
Cases  in  Equity,  4th  American  aditioo,  page  1156,  oaseiof  Uuguenin  v.  Ba$ely,  aod  uotM. 


'M^i^ABDv,  Syracuse,  etc.,  R  E.  Co. 
ni  N.  y.  180.) 
Common  earrier'-^contraet  relUmng  from  his  own  negligence. 

In  a  contract  limiting  the  liability  of  a  common  carrier,  an  exemption  of  lia- 
bility for  Lis  own  negligence  will  not  be  inferred  unless  unequivocally 
expressed.  So  where  by  a  contract  of  shipment  of  animals,  a  carrier,  in 
consideration  of  a  reduced  rate  of  freight,  was  released  from  **  liability  of 
every  kind  whatsoever/*  by  reason  of  damage  **  from  whatsoever  cause 
arising  ;  "  held^  that  this  did  not  include  a  loss  arising  from  the  carrier's 
own  negligence.* 

A  earner  of  animals  is  under  the  same  liability  as  other  common  carriers, 
except  where  the  damage  for  which  compensation  is  sought  is  a  conse- 
quence of  the  conduct  or  pro]>ensities  of  the  animals. f 


*See  Chrisunmny.  American  Erpres»  To.  (15  Minn.  270), 2  Am.  Rep.  122,  and  note,  129; 
Adams  Ex^yrem  Co.  v.  SteUantrs  (61  111.  1&4),  14  Am.  Rep.  57;  WeMcott  v.  Forgo  (61  N.  Y. 
642),  19  Am  Kep.aoO;  Michigan  SoiUhrrn,  etc.,  R.  R.  Ca).  v.  Heai/m  (37  Ind.  448),  10  Am.  Rep. 
89,  and  note,  9tt;  Lambv,  Camden  A^Amhoy  R.  R.  <t  Transp.  (o.  (46  N.  Y.  271),  7  Anu 
Rep.  S27. 

t  See  Michigan  Southern  &  Northern  Ind.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  McDo^umgh  (21  Mich.  165),  4  Am. 
Eep.  466;  Ixike  Shore  A  Michigan  South.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Perhim  (25  Mich.  829),  12  Am.  Rep. 
275;  KinsoM  Pacifle  Ry.Co.  v.  Niehois  (9  Kans.  205),  12  Am.  Rep.  494,  aod  note,  60C; 
LouitviOe,  etc.<»  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Hedifer  (9  Bush,  645),  15  Am.  Rep.  740. 
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ACTION  for  damage  for  the  loss  of  a  steer  in  tmnsportafcion  on 
defendant's  road.    The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion.     The 
defendant  had  judgment^  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Wm,  H.  Warren,  for  appellants. 

Rttger  <t  Jenney,  for  respondents.  Plaintiffs  are  presumed  to 
have  assented  to  the  contract  Pindar  v.  Res.  Fire  \Ins.  Co.y  47 
N.  Y.  114  ;  Breese  v.  U.  S.  Tel  Co.,  48  id.  132;  Kirkland  v.  Dins- 
fnore,  62  id.  171;  Fibel  y.  Livingston,  64  Barb.  179.  A  common 
carrier  can  exempt  himself  from  liability  for  any  loss  or  damage  to 
freight  he  transports,  even  though  caused  by  his  negligence. 
Wells  V.  N.  r.  a  R.  R.  Co.,  24  N.  Y.  181 ;  Perkins  v.  N.  Y.  0.  R. 
R.  Co.,  id.  196;  Bissell  v.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  25  id.  442;  Poucher 
V.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.  Co.y  49  id.  263;  Wells  v.  Si.  Nav.  :Co.,  4  Seld. 
376;  Cragin  v.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  51  N.  Y.  61;  Lee  v.  Marsh, 
43  Barb.  102;  Keener/  v.  0.  T.  R.R.  Co.,  69  id.  104;  French  v.  B.,  etc., 
R.  R.  Co.,  4Keyes,  108;  Nicholas  v.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  4  Hun,  327; 
Magnin  v.  Dinsmore,  66  N.  Y.  168;  Boswell  v.  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  5  Bosw. 
699;  Peek  v.  N.  8.  R.  Co.,  10  H.  L.  Cas.  494;  Shaw  v.  York,  etc., 
R.  Co.,  13  Q.  B.  347;  Austinr.  Man.,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  16  id.  600;  10  O.R 
464;  Chippendale  v.  Lan.,etc.,  R.  Co.,  7  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  395;  Carr  v. 
Lan.,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  7  Exch.  707;  Wyldv.  Pickford,  8  M.  &  W.  443; 
Walker  v.  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  2  El.  &  B.  750;  Hughes  v.  O.  W.  R. 
Co.,  14  0.  B.  637 ;  Morville  v.  O.  N.  R.  Co.,  10  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  366; 
Pardingion  v.  So.  Wales  Co.,  1  H.  &  N.  392;  McCawley  v.  Fumesa 
/J.  Cb.,  L.  E.,  8  Q.  B.  67;  Bissell  v.  If.  Y  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  25  N.  T. 
446. 

Ohuboh,  G.  J.  The  parties  stipulated  that  the  animal  was  lost 
by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  some  of  the  employees  of  the  defend* 
ant  without  the  fault  of  the  plaintiff.  The  defense  rested  solely 
upon  exemption  from  liability  contained  in  the  contract  of  ship- 
ment by  which,  for  the  consideration  of  a  reduced  rate,  the  plain* 
tiff  agreed  to  *^  release  and  discharge  the  said  company  from  all 
claims,  demands  and  liabilities  of  every  kind  whatsoever  for  or  on 
account  of,  or  connected  with,  any  damage  or  injury  to  or  the  loss  of 
said  stock,  or  any  portion  thereof,  from  whatsoever  cause  arising.^ 

The  question  depends  upon  the  construction  to  be  given  to  this 
contract,  whether  the  exemption  **from  whatever  cause  arising,*' 
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should  be  taken  to  include  a  loss  accruing  by  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant  or  its  servants.  The  language  is  general  and  broad. 
Taken  literally  it  would  include  the  loss  in  question,  and  it  would 
also  include  a  loss  accruing  from  an  intentional  or  willful  act  on 
the  part  of  servants.  It  is  conceded  that  the  latter  is  not  included. 
We  must  look  at 'the  language  in  connection  with  the  circumstances 
and  determine  what  was  intended,  and  whether  the  exemption 
claimed  was  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties. 

The  defendant  was  a  common  carrier,  and  as  such  was  absolutely 
liable  for  the  safe  carriage  and  delivery  of  property  intrusted  to  its 
care,  except  for  loss  or  injury  occasioned  by  the  acts  of  God  or 
public  enemies.  The  obligations  are  imposed  by  law,  and  not  by 
contract.  A  common  carrier  is  subject  to  two  distinct  classes 
of  liabilities — one  where  he  is  liable  as  an  insurer  without  fault  on 
his  part;  the  other,  as  an  ordinary  bailee  for  hire,  when  he  is  liable 
for  default  in  not  exercising  proper  care  and  diligence;  or,  in  other 
words,  for  negligence.  General  words /rom  whatever  cause  arising 
may  well  be  satisfied  by  limiting  them  to  such  extraordinary  liabili- 
ties as  carriers  are  under  without  fault  or  negligence  on  their  part. 

When  general  words  may  operate  without  including  the  negli- 
gence of  the  carrier  or  liis  servants,  it  will  not  be  presumed  that  it 
was  intended  to  include  it.  Every  presumption  is  against  an  inten- 
tion to  contract  for  immunity  for  not  exercising  ordinary  diligence 
in  the  transaction  of  any  business,  and  hence  the  general  rule  is 
that  contracts  will  not  be  so  construed,  unless  expressed  in 
unequivocal  terms.  In  New  Jersey  Steam  Navigation  Co.  v.  Mer* 
chants  Bank,  6  How.  (U.S.)  344,  a  contract  that  the  carriers 
are  not  responsible  in  any  event  for  loss  or  damage,  was  held  not 
intended  to  exonerate  them  from  liability  for  want  of  ordinary 
care.  Nblson,  J.,  said:  "The  language  is  general  and  broad, 
and  might  very  well  comprehend  every  description  of  risk  incident 
to  the  shipment  But  we  think  it  would  be  going  further  than  the 
intent  of  the  parties  upon  any  fair  and  reasonable  construction  of 
the  agreement,  were  we  to  regard  it  as  stipulating  for  willful  mis- 
conduct, gross  negligence,  or  want  of  ordinary  care,  either  in  the 
seaworthiness  of  the  vessel,  her  proper  equipments  and  furniture, 
or  in  her  management  by  the  master  and  hands.''  This  rule  has 
been  repeatedly  followed  in  this  State.  In  Alexander  v.  Oreene,  7 
Hill,  533,  the  stipulation  was  to  tow  plaintiff's  canal  boat  from  New 
York  to  Albany  at  the  risk  of  the  master  and  owners,  and  the  Court 
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of  Errors  reversed  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  with  but  a 
single  dissenting  vote,  and  decided  that  the  language  did  not 
include  a  loss  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants  or 
their  servants.  In  one  <jf  several  opinions  delivered  by  members  of 
the  court,  it  was  said,  in  respect  to  the  claim  for  immunity  for  neg- 
ligence; "  To  maintain  a  proposition,  so  extravagant  as  this  would 
appear  to  be,  the  stipulation  of  the  parties  ought  to  be  most  clear 
and  explicit,  showing  that  they  comprehend  in  their  arrangement 
the  case  that  actually  occurred." 

Wells  v.  Steam  Nav.  Co.,  8  N.  Y.  375,  expressly  approved  of  the 
decision  of  Alexander  v.  Greene^  and  reiterated  the  same  principle. 
Gardner,  J.,  in  speaking  of  that  case,  said:  *' We  held,  then,  if 
a  party  vested  with  a  temporary  control  of  another's  property  for  a 
special  purpose  of  this  sort  would  shield  himself  from  responsibility 
on  account  of  the  gross  neglect  of  himself  or  his  servants,  he  must 
show  his  immunity  on  the  face  of  his  agreement;  and  that  astipu- 
lation so  extraordinary,  so  contrary  to  usage  and  the  general  under- 
standing of  men  of  business,  would  not  be  implied  from  a  general 
expression  to  which  effect  might  otherwise  be  given." 
.  So,  in  the  Sieimoeg  Case,  43  N.  Y.  123;  3  Am.  Rep.  673,  the  con- 
tract released  the  carrier  ''from  damage  or  loss  to  any  article  from 
or  by  fire  or  explosion  of  any  kind,"  and  this  court  held  that  the 
release  did  not  include  a  loss  by  fire  occasioned  by  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant;  and,  in  the  Magnin  Case,  still  more  recently 
decided  by  this  court  (56  N.  Y.  168),  the  contract  with  the  express 
company  contained  the  stipulation  '*  and,  if  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty above  described  is  not  stated  by  the  ship)>er,  the  holder  thereof 
will  not  demand  of  the  Adams  Express  Company  a  sum  exceeding 
fifty  dollars  for  the  loss  or  detention  of,  or  damage  to,  the  property 
aforesaid." 

It  was  held,  reversing  the  judgment  below,  that  the  stipulation 
did  not  cover  a  loss  accruing  through  negligence,  Johnson,  J.,  in 
the  opinion,  saying:  **But  the  contnict  will  not  be  deemed  to 
except  losses  occasioned  by  the  carrier's  negligence,  unless  that  he 
expressly  stipulated."  In  each  of  these  cases,  the  language  of  the 
contract  was  sufficiently  broad  to  include  losses  occasioned  by  ordi- 
nary or  gross  negligence,  but  the  doctrine  is  repeated  that,  if  the 
carrier  asks  for  immunity  for  his  wrongful  acts,  it  must  be  ex- 
pressed, and  that  general  words  will  not  be  deemed  to  have  been 
intended  to  relieve  him  from  the  consequences  of  such  acts. 
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These  authorities  are  directly  in  point,  and  they  accord  with  a 
wise  public  policy,  by  which  courts  should  be  guided  in  the  con- 
struction of  contracts  designed  to  relieve  common  carriers  from 
obligations  to  exercise  care  and  diligence  i|;i  the  prosecution  of  their 
business,  which  the  law  imposes  upon  ordinary  bailees  for  hire 
engaged  in  private  business.  In  the  recent  case  of  Lochtoood  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  17  Wall.  367,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
decided  that  a  common  carrier  cannot  lawfully  stipulate  for  ex- 
emption from  responsibility  for  the  negligence  of  himself  or  his 
servants.  If  we  felt  at  liberty  to  review  the  question,  the  reason- 
ing of  Justice  Bradlby  in  that  case  would  be  entitled  to  serious 
consideration;  but  the  right  thus  to  stipulate  has  been  so  repeatedly 
affirmed  by  this  court,  that  the  question  cannot  with  propriety  be 
regarded  as  an  open  one  in  this  State.  8  N.  Y.  375  ;  11  id.  485  ; 
24  id.  181-196 ;  25  id.  442  ;  42  id.  212  ;  49  id.  263  ;  51  id.  61. 

The  remedy  is  with  the  legislature,  if  remedy  is  needed.  But, 
upon  the  question  involved  here,  it  is  correctly  stated  in  that  case 
that  "  a  review  of  the  cases  decided  by  the  cou«'<^«  of  New  York 
shows  that,  though  they  have  carried  the  powei  jf  tlie  common 
carrier  to  make  special  contnicts  to  the  extent  of  enabling  him  to 
exonerate  himself  from  the  effects  of  even  gross  negligence,  yet 
that  this  effect  lias  never  been  given  to  a  contract  general  in  its 
terms."  Such  has  been  the  uniform  course  of  decisions  in  this 
and  most  of  the  other  States,  and  public  policy  demands  that  it 
should  not  be  changed.  It  cannot  be  said  that  parties,  in  making 
such  contracts,  stand  on  equal  terms.  The  siiipper,  in  most  cases, 
from  motives  of  convenience,  necessity  or  apprehended  injury,  feels 
obliged  to  accept  the  terms  proposed  by  the  carrier,  and  practically 
the  contract  is  made  by  one  party  only,  and  should,  therefore,  be 
construed  most  strongly  against,  him  ;  and  especially  should  he 
not  be  relieved  from  the  consequences  of  his  own  wrongful  acts 
under  general  words  or  by  implication. 

There  was  a  period  when  the  courts  of  England  were  '.nclined  to 
relax  this  rule,  and  this  led  to  the  adoption  of  an  act  of  Parliament 
on  this  subject,  under  which  the  courts  have  since  acted.  See  10 
House  of  Lords  Cases,  473. 

It  is  argued  that  the  rule  does  not  apply  to  the  carriage  of  ani- 
mals ;  that,  in  respect  to  such  property,  the  common-law  liabilities 
of  common  carriers  do  not  attach  ;  that  the  carrier  is  only  liable  for 
negligence,  and  hence  that  the  stipulation  can  apply  to  nothing  else* 
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There  might  be  some  force  in  this  point,  if  the  position  that 
carriers  of  animals  are  only  liable  for  negligence  or  misconduct  is 
correct.  But  that  position  cannot  be  maintained.  The  liability  of 
carriers  of  animals  is  modified  only  so  far  as  the  cause  of  damage 
for  which  recompense  is  sought,  is  a  consequence  of  the  conduct  or 
propensities  of  the  animals  undertaken  to  be  carried.  In  other 
respects,  the  common-law  responsibilities  of  the  carrier  will  attach. 
This  was  expressly  held  in  Clarke  v.  R.  £  S.  R.  R.  Co.,  14  N.  Y. 
673,  Denio,  J.,  said  :  *'  But  the  rule  which  would  exempt  the  car- 
rier altogether  from  accidents  arising  out  of  the  peculiar  character 
of  the  freight,  irrespective  of  the  question  of  negligence,  would  be 
equally  unreasonable.  It  would  relieve  the  carrier  altogether  from 
those  necessary  precautions  which  any  person  becoming  the  bailee, 
for  hire  of  animals,  is  bound  to  exercise ;  and  the  owner,  where  he 
did  not  himself  assume  the  duty  of  seeing  to  them,  would  be 
wholly  at  the  mercy  of  the  carrier.  The  nature  of  the  case  does 
not  call  for  any  such  relaxation  of  the  rule  ;  and,  considering  the 
law  of  carriers  to  be  established  upon  consideration  of  sound  policy, 
we  would  not  depart  from  it,  except  where  the  reason  upon  which 
it  is  based  wholly  fails,  and  then  no  further  than  the  cause  for  the 
exemption  requires."  The  case  of  Palmers.  Railway  Co.,  4  Mees. 
&  Wels.  749,  is  cited,  where  the  same  principle  is  decided. 
Animals  may  die  of  fright,  by  refusing  to  eat,  or  break  from  their 
fastenings,  and  kill  themselves,  although  every  proper  precaution 
was  used  ;  but  there  may  be  many  accidents  producing  loss  or 
injury  to  animals  which  are  not  attributable  to  acts  of  God,  and 
which  were  not  caused  by  the  peculiar  character  of  the  property. 
By  the  act  of  God  is  meant  something  which  operates  without  any 
aid  or  interference  from  man.  Merritt  v.  Uarle,  29  N.  Y.  115. 
In  that  case  it  was  held  that  the  carrier  was  liable  for  the  value  of 
a  span  of  horses  lost  by  the  sinking  of  a  steamboat,  caused  by  com- 
ing in  contact  with  the  mast  of  a  sloop  which  had  been  sunk  in  a 
squall  two  days  before.  The  court  decided  that  sinking  the  steam- 
boat was  not  caused  by  the  act  of  God,  and  that  the  sinking  of 
the  sloop,  although  by  the  act  of  God,  was  too  remote,  and  many 
accidents  might  happen  producing  loss  to  animals  for  which  the 
carrier  would  be  liable,  although  no  fault  or  negligence  conld  be 
imputed  ;  and  in  respect  to  such,  the  common-law  liability  would 
attach.  Angell  on  Carriers,  p.  180,  lays  down  the  same  rule.  The 
same  qualification  of  liability  applies  to  all  property. 
Vol.  XXVII— 6 
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The  carrier  is  excused  from  liability  for  loss  caused  by  inherent 
infirmity  or  tendency  to  decay.  It  has  been  held  that  a  carrier  is 
not  responsible  for  the  evaporation  of  liquids,  nor  for  the  diminu- 
tion of  molasses,  caused  by  the  oozing  through  vent  holes  neces- 
sary to  prevent  the  bursting  of  barrels  (Angell  on  Carriers,  g  2' 1, 
and  cases  cited);  and  exemptions  from  liability  for  loss  by  inher- 
ent qualities  of  animals,  rests  upon  the  same  principle.  Beyond 
this  the  common-law  liabilities  exist  against  the  carrier  of  ani- 
mals the  same  as  the  carrier  of  other  property,  and  the  clause 
in  the  contract  can,  therefore,  operate  in  many  cases  where  neg- 
ligence cannot  be  imputed. 

In  Massachusetts  in  Smith  v.  R,  R.  Co.,  12  Allen,  531,  the  coart 
says  :  "  The  common-law  liability  of  a  carrier  for  the  delivery  of 
live  animals  is  the  same  as  that  for  the  delivery  of  merchandise. 
Upon  undertaking  their  transportation,  he  assumes  the  obligation 
to  deliver  them  safely  against  all  contingencies,  except  such  as 
would  excuse  the  non-delivery  of  other  property."  The  qualifica- 
tion above  referred  to,  excusing  the  carrier  from  liability  of  loss 
occasioned  by  the  nature  and  character  of  the  property,  is  recog- 
nized. This  qualification  or  exception,  as  before  stated,  is  appli- 
cable to  all  property,  and  does  not  affect  the  common-law  liabilities 
to  any  greater  extent  than  in  respect  to  other  proj)erty,  except  that 
the  instances  may  be  more  numei-ous  where  the  carrier  will  be  ex- 
cused. In  Angell  on  Gamers,  §  214,  it  is  said:  "  Such  a  case  would 
eeem  to  be  analogous  to  the  case  of  loss  of  merchandise  owing  to 
some  inherent  defect  which  caused  the  destruction  of  it  while 
in  transit."  As  well  might  carriers  be  exempted  from  common- 
law  liabilities  for  loss  of  inanimate  proixjrty  as  for  animals,  if 
'  immunity  from  loss  from  inherent  defects,  or  from  the  nature  and 
character  of  the  property,  will  produce  that  result. 

The  only  authority  seeming  to  favor  the  position  of  the  respondent 
is  in  Cragin  v.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.  Co,,  51  N.  Y.  61 ;  10  Am.  Rep.  559. 
The  loss  of  the  hogs  in  that  case  was  caused  by  heat,  and  the  neg- 
ligence attributed  was  in  not  cooling  them  off  with  water.  We 
do  not  think,  under  the  peculiar  stipulation,  and  the  character  of 
the  property  in  that  case,  that  it  is  in  conflict  within  the  yiews 
before  expressed. 

The  judgment  of  the  General  Term  must  be  reversed,  and  that 
of  the  county  court  affirmed. 

All  concur,  except  Andrews,  J.,  taking  no  part;  Folgeb, 
and  Miller,  JJ.,  absent.  Judgment  accordingly. 
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(71  N.  Y    194  ) 

Basement — change  of  manner  and  place  of  exercise  of. 

Uoder  a  grant  of  a  right  to  enter  upon  the  grantor's  lands  and  lay  water- 
pipe,  without  specifying  the  place  or  the  size  of  the  pipe,  after  the  grantee 
has  once  laid  the  pipe  he  cannot  increase  the  size  of  it  or  lay  it  in  any  other 
place. 

TRESPASS.     The  opinion  states  the  facts.    The  plaintiff  was 
nonsuited ;  this  was  set  aside  at  Gleneral  Term,  and  defendant 
appealed. 

A.  P.  Laning,  for  appellant,  cited  Cromwell  v.  SeldeUj  3  N.  T. 
253 ;  Borst  v.  Empie,  5  id.  33  ;  Jackson  v.  Fish,  10  Johns.  456; 
Beddoe  v.  Wadsworth,  21  Wend.  120. 

II.  0.  Kingsbury,  for  respondent. 

Earl,  J.  In  May,  1863,  one  Brown,  whose  farm  adjoined  thafc 
of  the  plaintiff,  executed  to  the  Buffalo  and  State  Line  Railroad 
Company  a  deed  granting  to  it,  and  its  successors  and  assigns  for- 
ever, the  right  to  enter  upon  his  land  "for  the  purpose  of  building 
and  maintaining  a  reservoir  for  water,  and  laying  down  and  mam- 
ing  an  iron  pipe  or  conductor  to  carry  the  water  from  said  reser- 
voir to  the  water-tanks  at  the  Portland  station,  and  also  the  right 
to  build  and  maintain  blind  and  covered  ditches  to  conduct  the 
water  to  the  said  reservoir;  the  said  iron  pipe  is  to  be  laid  at  least 
two  feet  below  the  surface  of  the  ground.*'  The  plaintiff  knowing 
of  the  contents  of  this  deed,  on  the  same  day  executed  to  the  same 
company  a  deed  granting  to  it,  and  its  successors  and  assigns  for* 
ever,  the  right  to  enter  upon  his  land  "  for  the  purpose  of  laying 
down  and  keeping  in  repair  an  iron  pipe  or  conductor,  to  carry 
water  to  the  water-tank  near  the  Portland  depot,  which  pipe  are  to 
be  laid  at  least  two  feet  below  the  surface  of  the  ground."  The 
defendant  has  succeeded  to  the  rights  of  the  grantee  in  these  deeds. 
At  the  date  of  the  deeds,  there  was  a  spring  on  Brown's  land,  the 
water  of  which  flowed  out  of  his  land  on   to  and  across  plaintiff's 
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land,  in  a  well-defined,  natural  channel,  which  furnished  a  con- 
stant supply  of  water  forplaintifTs  cattle  and  horses. 

After  the  deeds  were  given,  the  grantee  excavated  a  reservoir 
upon  Brown's  laud,  and  collected  therein  the  water  of  the  spring 
and  of  the  adjacent  land;  and  it  laid  down  two-inch  iron  pipe  from 
the  reservoir  across  Brown's  land  and  plaintiff's  land  to  Portland 
station.  The  pipe  thus  laid  down  remained  until  1871,  and  during 
all  that  time  there  was  enough  surplus  water  flowing  in  the  old 
channel  to  supply  all  plaintiff's  wants.  In  1871,  the  defendant 
improved  and  repaired  the  reservoir  and  the  drains  leading  into  it, 
and  put  down  a  four-inch  pipe,  instead  of  the  two-inch  pipe,  and 
thus  used  so  much  of  the  water  of  the  spring  as  to  leave  running  an 
insufficient  quantity  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff.  This  action  was 
brought  for  the  injury  caused  plaintiff  by  laying  down  the  enlarged 
pipe,  and  thereby  diverting  the  increased  quantity  of  water. 

Plaintiff's  grant  to  the  railroad  is  general  and  indefinite.  It 
does  not  define  or  limit  the  place  in  which  the  pipe  was  to  be  laid, 
nor  specify  what  water  was  to  be  conducted.  Hence  the  sur- 
rounding  circumstances,  such  as  the  existence  of  the  spring,  the 
channel  over  plaintiff's  land,  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  Brown, 
the  topography  of  the  countiy,  and  the  acts  of  the  parties  both 
prior  and  subsequent  to  the  grant  may  be  considered  for  the  pur- 
pose of  learning  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  thus  defining  and 
limiting  the  easement  granted.  French  v.  Hays,  43  N.  H.  30.  It 
is  thus  made  manifest  that  it  was  intended  by  plaintiff's  grant  to 
give  the  nght  to  lay  down  pipe  to  conduct  water  from  the  reser- 
voir on  Brown's  land  over  his  land  to  the  Portland  station,  which 
would  otherwise  flow  in  the  natural  channel  above  mentioned. 

After  the  grantee  had  once  laid  its  pipe,  and  thus  selected  the 
place  where  it  would  exercise  its  easement  thus  granted  in  general 
terms,  what  was  before  indefinite  and  general  became  fixed  and 
certain,  and  the  easement  could  not  be  exercised  in  any  other  • 
place.  This  is  confessedly  so  in  reference  to  rights  of  ways  granted 
in  similar  terms.  Washburn  on  Easements,  225,  240 ;  Wyn- 
koop  V.  Burger^  12  Johns.  222.  And  the  same  rule  of  construction 
was  applied  to  the  right  to  lay  an  aqueduct  from  a  spring,  granted 
in  general  terms,  in  Jennison  v.  Walker,  11  Gray,  423.  In  that 
case  BiGELOW,  J.,  said  :  "  Where  an  easement  in  land  is  granted 
in  general  terms,  without  giving  definite  location  and  description 
to  it,  so  that  the  part  of  the  land  over  which  the  right  is  to  be  ex- 
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^rcised  cannot  be  definitely  ascerUiined,  the  grantee  does  not 
thereby  acquire  a  right  to  use  the  servient  estate  without  limita- 
tion as  to  the  place  or  mode  in  which  the  easement  is  to  be  en- 
joyed. When  the  right  granted  has  been  once  exercised  in  a  fixed 
and  definite  course,  with  the  full  acquiescence  and  consent  of  both 
parties,  it  cannot  be  changed  at  the  pleasure  of  the  grantee."  And 
he  said  :  **This  rule  rests  on  the  principle  that  when  the  terms  of 
A  grant  are  general  or  indefinite,  so  that  its  construction  is  uncer- 
tain and  ambiguous,  the  acts  of  the  parties,  contemporaneous  with 
the  grant  giving  a  practical  construction  to  it,  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  a  just  exposition  of  the  intent  of  the  parties." 

It  is  clear,  then,  that  the  right  to  lay  the  pipe  under  plaintiff's 
grant  was  fixed  by  the  act  of  the  grantee,  and  the  acquiescence  of 
the  grantor  to  the  place  taken,  and  it  cannot  be  exercised  in  any 
other  place  across  plaintiff's  land.  But  why  is  not  the  right  also 
fixed  for  the  same  reasons  as  to  the  size  of  the  pipe,  and  the  quan- 
tity of  water  to  be  diverted  ?  I  can  perceive  no  reason  for  confin- 
ing the  operation  of  this  rule  to  the  mere  place  where  the  right  is 
to  be  exercised.  There  is  the  same  reason  for  applying  it  to  the 
entire  right  granted.  In  Bannon  v.  Angier,  2  Allen,  128,  the 
same  learned  judge  again  said  :  "  Where  a  right  of  way  or  other 
easement  is  granted  by  deed  without  fixed  and  defined  limits,  the 
practical  location  and  use  of  such  way  or  easement  by  the  grantee 
under  his  deed  acquiesced  in  by  the  grantor,  at  the  time  of  the 
grant,  and  for  a  long  time  subsequent  thereto,  operate  as  an  as- 
signment of  the  right,  and  are  deemed  to  be  that  which  was  in- 
tended to  be  conveyed  by  the  deed,  and  are  the  same  in  legal  effect 
as  if  it  had  been  fully  described  by  the  terms  of  the  grant." 

The  language  used  in  plaintiff's  grant  shows  quite  clearly  that  it 
was  not  intended  that  after  the  grantee  had  laid  down  a  pipe,  it 
should  have  the  right  to  enter  upon  the  land  to  lay  down  a  larger 
pipe.  The  right  granted  was  to  enter  upon  the  land,  and  lay  down 
a  pipe  two  feet  below  the  surface,  and  to  keep  that  pipe  in  repair, 
not  to  enter  upon  the  land  at  any  time,  and  dig  up  the  soil  for  the 
purpose  of  laying  down  a  larger  pipe. 

Plaintiff's  action  is  therefore  maintainable  and  the  order  of  the 
General  Term  must  be  aflBrmed,  and  judgment  absolute  for  plaintiff. 

All  concur,  except  Church,  C.  J.,  not  voting ;  Folqeb  and 
Miller,  JJ.,  absent. 

Order  aflBrmed  and  judgment  accordingly. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Nash  v.  Mitchell. 
m  N.  Y.  i«.) 

Agency  of  husband  as  to  mfe*t  separate  property, 

Dtfendant,  a  married  woman,  executed  and  deposited  with  a  bank  in  which 
she  kept  an  account,  a  power  of  attorney  anthorizing  her  husband  to  "  make, 
sign,  indorse,  and  accept  all  checks,  notes,  drafts  and  bills  of  exchange  for 
her  and  in  her  name."  She  carried  on  no  trade  or  business,  but  owned  real 
estate,  which  she  rented.  The  husband,  in  exchange  for  the  plaintiff's  check 
payable  to  his  own  order,  gave  them  a  post-dated  check  signed  bj  himself  in 
defendant's  name,  which  was  dishonored.  In  an  action  thereon,  held^  (1)  it  was 
for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  transaction  was  within  the  agent's  powers 
and  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant's  estate  or  in  her  business ;  (2)  the  receipt 
and  disposal  by  a  married  woman  of  the  rents  of  her  real  estate  is  not  the  car- 
rying on  of  a  trade  or  business  within  the  statute  authorizing  married 
women  to  carry  on  trade  or  business ;  (3)  the  power  of  attorney  did  not  author- 
ize the  husband  to  create  a  debt  or  charge  it  upon  his  wife's  estate,  and 
the  giving  such  check  was  not  within  his  authority. 

ACTION  on  a  check,  dated  November  9,  1872,  to  the  order  of 
the  plaintiff,  signed  "J.  H.  Mitchell,  by  C.  H.  Mitchell, 
attorney,"  indorsed  by  plaintiffs,  and  duly  dishonored.  The  check 
was  given  on  the  4th  of  November,  1872,  in  exchange  for  one  of 
the  same  amount,  drawn  by  the  plaintiffs,  to  the  order  of  C.  H. 
Mitchell,  and  paid  on  the  latter  day.  The  defendant  was  the  wife 
of  C.  H.  Mitchell;  she  had  given  add  deposited  in  the  Bank  on 
which  her  check  was  drawn,  and  in  which  she  kept  her  account,  a 
power  of  attorney  authorizing  her  husband  "  to  make,  sign,  indorse 
and  accept  all  checks,  notes,  drafts  and  bills  of  exchange  for  her 
in  her  name,"  etc.  She  had  a  house  and  ten  acres  of  land,  on 
which  she  resided,  and  which  she  carried  on  by  her  husband's 
agency,  he  hiring  the  hands  and  paying  them,  by  checks  drawn  by 
him  in  her  name.  She  had  other  real  estate  for  which  she  received 
rents,  and  for  which  she  paid  disbursements  in  like  manner.  At 
the  time  the  check  in  suit  was  made,  she  had  not  a  deposit  large 
enough  to  pay  it.  The  plaintiffs  had  judgment,  and  defendant 
appealed. 


James  E,   Wheeler^  for  appellant 
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Sam.  J.  Crooks,  for  respondents.  Defendant  wiis  bound  by  the  ^ 
acts  of  her  husband.  I^.  V.,  .V.  //.  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Schuyler,  34  N. 
Y.  30-73  ;  JV.  R,  BL  v.  Aymar.  3  Hill,  262;  F.  iSt  M,  Bh,  v. 
Butchers'  Bh.,lQ  N.  Y.  125;  Bodine  v.  Killeen,  58  id.  03;  Foster 
d  Persch,  4  N.  Y.  Wkly.  Dig.  134.  Defendant  had  i)ower  to 
perform  the  acts  delegated  to  her  husband.  Frecking  v.  Rollandj 
53  N.  Y.  422  ;  Bodine  v.  Killeen,  id.  93 ;  Quas,  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Wad- 
dell,  1  Hun,  125;  Baum  v.  Mulleii,  47  N.  Y.  577;  Sherman  v.  jg'^^^, 
24  id.  381 ;  Ainsley  v.  Mead,  3  Laos.  116;  Merchant  v.  Bunnell, 
3  Keyes,  539.  The  law  will  presume  that  the  money  was  borrowed 
for  the  benefit  of  defendant's  separate  estate,  and  for  use  in 
her  private  business.  McVey  v.  Cantrell,  5  N.  Y.  Wkly.  Dig.  105; 
Com  Ex,  Ins.  Co,  v.  Babcock,  42  N.  Y.  593  ;  Dyett  v.  N.  Am.  Coal 
Co.,  20  Wend.  570  ;  Barnett  v.  Lichtenstein,  39  Barb.  194 ;  Yale 
V.  Dederer,  22  N.  Y.  450;  Owen  v.  Cawley,  36  id.  600;  ^a/Zu*  v. 
/>i7%«,  37  id.  35;   White  v.  McNett,  33  id.  371. 

Allen,  J.  The  onus  was  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  show:  First,  that 
the  drawing  of  the  check  by  the  agent  was  within  the  power  dele- 
gated to  him  by  the  defendant;  and,  second,  that  it  was  in  a 
transaction  and  for  a  consideration  in  respect  of  which  the  disa-  ' 
bilities  of  the  defendant  as  a  feme  covert  were  removed,  and  she 
at  liberty  to  contract  and  assume  liabilities  as  if  she  were  feme  sole. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  the  husband  of  the  defendant  had 
assumed  to  act  or  had  acted  with  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  , 
without  or  beyond  the  scope  of  the  written  power  of  attorney,  so 
that  no  question  can  arise  as  to  the  extent  of  his  powers.  The 
real  and  apparent  power  being  the  same,  it  nmst  be  determined  by 
the  instrument  by  which  it  was  conferiKjd.  The  attorney  was 
authorized  "to  make,  sign,  indorse,  and  accept  all  checks,  notes, 
drafts,  and  bills  of  exchange  for"  the  defendant,  and  in  her  name, 
and  the  power  of  attorney  was  deposited  with  the  bank  in  which 
she  kept  an  account,  as  its  authority  to  accept  the  signatures  and 
indorsements  of  the  agent  in  the  name  of  the  principal  in  all  mat- 
ters mentioned  in  the  instrument. 

All  the  acts  authorized  ex  vi  termitii  necessarily  had  respect  to 
the  separate  estate  and  property  of  the  defendant,  as  to  which  she 
Imd  the  statutory  ability  to  contract.  She  could  not  delegate  power 
beyond  this,  or  authorize  another  to  do  that  for  her,  which  she 
could  not  do  in  person.    The  power  granted  was  to  deal  with  the 
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moneys  and  choses  in  action,  parts  of  the  separate  estate  of  the 
defendant,  and  not  to  create  a  debt,  or  charge  the  separate  estate 
for  a  debt,  although  contracted  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate.  The 
bank  was  not  authorized  to  pay  a  check  if  the  defendant  was  with- 
out funds  to  meet  it;  and  had  it  done  so,  the  separate  estate  of  the 
defendant  would  not  have  been  charged  with  its  payment  The 
plaintiffs  were  bound  to  know:  First,  the  legal  capacity  of  the 
defendant  to  contract;  and,  second,  the  actual  authority  of  the 
agent  with  whom  they  dealt.  North  River  Bank  v.  Ayniar,  3  Hill, 
262.  The  agent  did  not  by  the  check  transfer,  or  assume  to  trans- 
fer, or  act  in  respect  to  funds  and  moneys  on  hand,  and  subject  to 
draft  as  a  part  of  the  separate  estate  of  the  defendant  The  effect 
of  the  transaction,  if  legitimate  and  obligatory,  was  to  contract  a 
debt  payable  in  the  future,  and  charge  the  same  upon  the  separate 
estate  of  the  defendant,  which  was  not  within  the  terms  of  the 
authority.  But  had  the  defendant  in  person  drawn  and  delivered 
the  check  to  the  plaintiffs  upon  the  same  consideration,  it  could 
not  have  been  charged  upon  her  separate  estate  without  proof  that 
the  debt  was  contracted  for  the  benefit  of  her  estate.  In  McVey  v. 
Cantrell,  70  N.  Y.  295,  recently  decided,  the  declaration  of  the 
defendant  at  the  time  of  borrowing  the  money,  that  she  wanted  it 
to  pay  interest  due  upon  a  mortgage  upon  her  land  was  held  suflS- 
cient  evidence  that  the  debt  was  contracted  for  the  benefit  of  her 
estate. 

A  married  woman  may  be  estopped  by  her  acts  and  declarations 
in  all  matters  in  respect  of  which  she  is  capable  of  acting  sui  juris, 
Bodine  v.  Killeen,  53  N.  Y.  93. 

The  common-law  disabilities  of  married  women  are  so  far 
removed  by  statute  in  this  State,  that  they  may  make  contracts  and 
create  debts  in  or  about  any  trade  or  business  carried  on  by  them 
or  relating  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  their  separate  estate.  Upon  con- 
tracts thus  made,  and  for  debts  thus  created,  their  separate  estate 
is  chargeable  by  law.  They  may  also  create  an  express  charge 
upon  their  estate  upon  and  for  other  contracts  and  debts,  or  as 
security  for  others;  but  it  must  be  created  in  terms  and  by  writing. 
Manhattan  B.  £  M.  Co,  v.  Thompsony  58  N.  Y.  80;  Corn  Ex.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Bdbcock,  42  id.  614;  1  Am.  Rep.  601.  There  is  no  charge 
upon  the  estate  of  the  defendant  created  by  the  terms  of  the  check. 
It  is  in  the  ordinary  form  of  a  draft  upon  a  bank,  and  only 
imports  the  ordinary  obligations  of  that  class  of  commercial  instro- 
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ments.  The  defendant  was  not  carrying  on  a  trade  or  business. 
The  management  of  her  landed  property,  the  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  income  and  disposing  of  them,  was  not  a  trade  or  business 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  enabling  married  women  to  carry 
on  a  trade  or  business.  That  statute  has  respect  to  business  pur- 
suits, mechanical,  manufacturing,  or  commercial.  The  care  and 
supervision  of  lands  and  property  owned  by  a/(ww  covert  is  not  the 
carrying  on  of  a  separate  trade  or  business.  If  it  were  so,  every 
married  woman  who  owns  a  house  and  garden,  or  has  a  deposit  in 
a  savings  bank,  would  be  a  tradeswoman  carrying  on  a  business. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  check  related  to,  or  was  given  for 
the  benefit  of  the  defendant  or  her  separate  estate,  or  in  her  busi- 
ness, or  that  the  plaintiffs  supposed  it  was  so  given.  Upon  the 
face  of  the  transaction,  it  was  given  for  money  loaned  to  the  hus- 
band. The  plaintiffs  gave  their  check,  payable  at  sight  to  the 
order  of  the  husband,  and  received  for  it  the  check  in  suit,  payable 
several  days  in  the  future.  If  we  were  at  liberty  to  assume,  with- 
out proof,  the  principal  and  main  fact  necessary  to  maintain  the 
action,  we  could  afSrm  the  judgment.  But  the  affirmative  upon 
this,  as  upon  every  material  issue,  and  as  to  every  fact  necessary  to 
be  established,  was  with  the  plaintiff.  The  referee  has  not  found 
this  fact,  and  could  not  have  found  it  upon  the  evidence.  The 
plaintiffs,  suing  a  married  woman,  were  bound  to  prove  every  fact; 
not  only  the  contract,  and  that  it  was  made  by  her  or  by  her  author- 
ized agent,  but  that  it  was  a  contract  she  was  capable  of  making. 
The  law  does  not  authorize  the  presumption,  and  courts  cannot 
assume,  without  evidence,  that  a  simple  contract,  without  any  thing 
on  its  face  to  indicate  the  fact,  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the 
estate  of  a  married  woman.  The  disabilities  of  a  married  woman 
are  general,  and  exist  at  common  law.  The  capabilities  are  created 
by  statute,  and  are  few  in  number;  and  exceptionaL  It  is  for  him 
who  asserts  the  validity  of  a  contract  of  a  feme  covert  by  evidence, 
to  bring  it  within  the  exceptions. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted. 

All  concur,  except  Bapallo,  J.,  not  voting,  and  Folqer  and 
MiLLBB,  JJ.,  absent. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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m  N.  Y.  »i.) 

8aU  of  ehaUeU^  lUU  --Mixfenf, 

Title  to  personal  property  pasfies  by  delivery,  although  there  remains  some- 
thing to  be  done  to  ascertain  thu  value  at  the  agreed  rates,  unless  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract  of  sale  this  was  to  be  done  before  delivery. 

Defendant  agreed  to  buy  of  plaintiff  all  the  lumber  which  he  should  deliver 
at  a  specified  place  on  D.  river,  before  a  certain  time  ;  and  prices  were 
agreed  on  for  the  good  and  for  the  culled.     Defendant  was  to  cull  and  pile, 

•  and  the  lumber  was  to  be  counted  on  the  bank  or  estimated  in  the  raft  at 
that  place.  The  delivery  was  commenced,  and  a  portion  was  culled  and 
piled,  but  before  it  could  be  counted  or  estimated  it  was  carried  away  by  a 
freshet.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  contract  price  of  the  amount  so  delivered, 
JiM,  (1)  that  the  evidence  sustained  a  finding  of  delivery  and  acceptance  ; 
(2)  that  delivery  of  the  whole  amount  contracted  for  was  not  necessary  to 
pass  title  to  that  delivered. 

ACTION  for  lumber  sold  and  delivered.    The  opinion  states  the 
facts.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment,  and  defendant  appealed. 

0.  W.  Chapman,  for  appellant  Delivery  of  all  the  lumber  was 
necessary  to  pass  title  to  any  part.  Kein  v.  Tupper,  52  N.  Y.  550, 
555  ;  Corrigan  v.  Sheffield,  10  Hun,  227  ;  Andrews  v.  DurarU,  11 
N.  Y.  40.  The  title  could  not  pass  until  after  delivery  and  accept- 
ance. Comfort  V.  Kiernted,  26  Barb.  472 ;  Halterlxne  v.  Rice,  62 
id.  593  ;  Chitty  on  Contrac;ts,  378  ;  Andrews  v.  Durant,  11  N.  Y. 
35,  40.  Title  would  not  pass  until  there  had  been  a  complete  cul- 
ling of  the  lumber.  McDonald  v.  Hetoett,  15  Johns.  349  ;  Rapelye 
V.  Mackie,  6  Cow.  250 ;  Stevens  v.  Eno,  10  Barb.  95  ;  Evans  v. 
Harris,  19  id.  416  ;  Joyce  v.  Adams,  8  N.  Y.  291  ;  Olyphant  v 
Baker,  5  Den.  379,  381 ;  Andrew  v.  Dieterich,  14  Wend.  32,  35 
Ward  V.  Shaw,  7  id.  404  ;  Halierlifie  v.  Rice,  62  Barb.  593,  598 
Oroat  V.  Oile,  51  N.  Y.  431;  Crofoot  v.  Bennett,  2  id.  258  ;  Brad- 
ley V.  Wheeler,  44  id.  495  ;  Stevens  v.  Santer,  49  id.  35. 

A,  C.  Moss,  for  respondent. 

Miller,  J.    The  most  important  question  to  be  determined  in 
this  case  relates  to  the  single  point  whether  there  was  a  delivery 
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of  the  lumber  in  dispute  to  the  defendant.  By  the  contract, 
which  was  entered  into  in  the  spring  of  1872,  the  defendant  was 
to  pay  the  price  agreed  upon  for  all  the  good  and  culled  lumber 
which  the  plaintiif  should  deliver  at  Travis'  Eddy,  on  the  bank  of 
the  Delaware  river,  prior  to  the  first  rafting  freshet  in  the  spring 
of  1873.  The  delivery  was  commenced  in  the  early  part  of  De- 
cember, continued  until  the  middle  of  January,  or  a  little  later, 
when  a  freshet  occurred,  which  swept  away  the  lumber,  to  recover 
the  value  of  which  this  action  is  brought,  and  which  constituted  a 
portion  of  the  entire  lumber  drawn  and  placed  on  the  bank.  At 
this  time,  all  the  lumber  had  not  been  drawn,  and  the  defendant 
had  not  commenced  rafting,  or  seen  or  handled  the  same,  nor  had 
it  been  counted  or  estimated,  although  a  man,  furnished  by  the 
defendant,  had  assisted  in  unloading  and  in  culling  and  piling  the 
lumber. 

The  question  whether  there  was  a  valid  delivery  and  acceptance 
of  the  lumber  washed  away  by  the  freshet,  and  title  to  the  same 
conferred  upon  the  defendant,  must  be  determined  by  the  testi- 
mony relating  to  the  contract.  The  plaintiff  swears  that  he  was 
to  deliver  what  lumber  he  could,  at  prices  which  were  fixed,  on  the 
bank  at  Travis'  Eddy,  on  the  Delaware  river,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant agreed  to  buy  the  same,  and  to  furnish  a  man  to  pile  and  cull 
the  lumber.  He  said  he  did  not  want  the  culls  in,  as  it  would  hin- 
der him  about  rafting,  and  he  would  cull  and  pile  it,  so  as  to  have 
it  ready  to  raft ;  and  it  was  agreed  that  it  should  be  counted  on 
the  bank  or  estimated  in  the  raft.  The  defendant's  version  of  the 
contract  is,  that  he  was  to  take  such  lumber  as  plaintiff  could  get 
on  the  bank  at  rafting  time,  at  which  period  it  was  to  be  counted 
on  the  bank  ;  or,  if  estimated,  to  be  done  when  rafted,  and  he 
denies  that  he  agreed  to  have  a  man  to  cull  and  pile  the  lumber. 
The  evidence  is  somewhat  contradictory,  and  what  were  the  exact 
terms  of  the  contract  presented  a  question  of  fact  for  the  determi- 
nation of  the  jury.  If  the  plaintiff's  testimony  was  true,  then  the 
contract  was  for  a  delivery  on  the  bank,  to  be  piled  and  culled  by 
defendant's  man.  It  was  not  stated  that  this  person  should  have 
direct  authority  to  receive  the  lumber  forma  ly,  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant ;  but,  as  he  had  something  to  do  with  it  in  carrying  the 
contract  into  effect,  it  is,  perhaps,  not  an  unreasonable  presump- 
tion that  he  was  authorized  to  receive  the  lumber.  He  could  not 
well  perform  the  work  which  he  was  assigned  to  do,  without  some 
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act  of  ownership  or  control,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  over  the 
lumber  after  it  was  left  at  the  place  of  deposit  which  had  been  pro- 
Tided  for  under  the  contract.  It  further  appears,  as  a  circum- 
stance showing  the  defendant's  understanding  of  the  contract,  and 
that  he  considered  himself  the  owner  of  the  luml>er  upon  its  de- 
livery ;  that,  at  a  subsequent  time,  without  consulting  the  plain- 
tiff, and  without  plaintiff's  knowledge,  and  before  the  lumber  had 
been  counted  or  the  quantity  estimated,  he  made  up  three  rafts  of 
the  lumber,  which  was  not  washed  away,  and  took  them  down  the 
river,  thus  assuming  that  he  was  the  owner  and  that  the  title  was 
in  him.  There  were  also  declarations  of  the  defendant  tending  to 
show  that  such  was  his  construction  of  the  contract  In  view  of 
all  the  evidence  and  the  circumstances  connected  with  the  trans- 
action, it  was,  I  think,  a  fair  question  for  the  jury  to  decide  what 
the  actual  contract  was,  and  whether  the  delivery  of  the  lumber 
was  perfect  and  complete. 

The  claim  of  the  defendant  that  there  was  no  sale,  but  an  execu- 
tory contract  to  manufacture  and  deliver  the  lumber,  and  that  title 
to  a  part  of  the  lumber  did  not  pass  until  the  whole  was  drawn,  is 
not,  I  think,  well  founded.  The  lumber  was  to  be  drawn  at  differ- 
ent times,  in  quantities,  and  the  nature  of  tiie  contract  is  at  war 
with  the  idea  that  it  was  an  entirety.  It  contained  no  provision 
from  which  such  an  interpretation  can  be  inferred,  and  the  cir- 
cumstances all  tend  to  a  different  conclusion.  The  authorities 
relied  upon  to  uphold  the  jTosition  contended  for  are  not  in  point. 
In  Kein  v.  Tupper,  52  N.  Y.  550,  the  contract  was  for  the  sale  and 
delivery  of  a  certain  number  of  bales  of  cotton,  to  be  paid  for  on 
delivery,  and  it  was  held  that  no  action  could  lie  until  the  whole 
was  delivered.  The  delivery  of  the  entire  number  of  bales  was  a 
condition  precedent  of  payment,  and  hence  until  their  delivery  the 
right  of  action  was  not  perfect. 

In  Andrews  v.  Durant,  11  N.Y.  35,  there  was  a  contract  for  the 
building  of  a  vessel,  which  was  to  be  paid  for  during  the  progress 
of  the  work,  and  no  property  vested  in  the  person  for  whom  it  waa 
to  be  built  until  it  was  fully  completed.  These  decisions  have  no 
application  to  a  case  where  the  property  is  to  be  delivered  at  differ- 
ent times,  and  received  and  accepted,  as  a  deliveiy  was  made  from 
kime  to  time,  as  was  the  case  here.  Even  if  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  the  contract  contemplated  that  title  to  the  [umber  should 
ftot  pass,  until  the  whole  of  the  lumber  was  delivered,  it  was  at 
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least  a  question  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  be  determined 
from  the  evidence.  Terry  v.  Wheeler,  25  N.  Y.  520;  Bacon  v.  Oil- 
man, 57  id.  656;  Shindler  v.  Houston,  1  Comst  261,  265,  269.  And 
this  question  was  one  for  the  jury  to  decide. 

Upon  the  question  argued  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  whether  a 
complete  and  final  culling  of  all  the  lumber  was  required,  I  think 
no  serious  difficulty  arises.  The  general  rule  is  well  settled,  that 
upon  a  sale  of  chattels,  title  does  not  pass  so  long  as  any  thing 
remains  to  be  done  before  delivery,  to  ascertain  the  identity,  qual- 
ity, quantity,  or  price  of  the  pi-operty,  if,  by  a  fair  interpretation 
of  the  contract,  any  of  these  acts  are  to  be  done  before  or  at  the 
time  of  such  delivery.  See  Terry  v.  Wheeler,  supra;  Evans  v. 
Harris,  19  Barb.  416. 

In  the  case  at  bar  there  is  strong  ground  for  claiming  that  the 
fair  interpretation  of  the  contract  is,  that  title  should  pass  upon 
the  delivery  of  the  lumber  upon  the  bank,  and  it  being  thus  deliv- 
ered at  a  place  designated  by  the  defendant,  it  passed  into  his  pos- 
session, and,  as  some  of  the  testimony  shows,  was  there  piled  and 
culled  by  an  agent  in  the  defendant's  employment  The  delivery 
was  thus  complete,  and  the  culling  of  the  entire  quantity,  or  even 
the  counting  or  measurement  of  the  same,  was  not  an  essential 
element  to  the  validity  of  the  contract.  This  condition  was  not  a 
condition  precedent,  upon  which  the  execution  of  the  contract 
depended.  This  case  comes  within  the  rule  which  holds,  that 
although  something  remains  to  be  done,  yet  if  it  clearly  appears 
to  be  the  intention  of  the  parties,  that  the  property  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  delivered  and  the  title  pass,  it  shall  be  so  held.  Olyphant  v. 
Baker,  5  Denio,  379;  Dexter  v.  Bevins,  42  Barb.  573;  Keeler  v. 
Vandervere,  5  Lans.  313. 

In  Crofoot  v.  Bennett,  2  Comst.  258,  the  owner  of  a  brickyard 
sold  to  the  defendant  a  quantity  of  brick  in  a  kiln,  delivered  to 
him  possession  of  the  yard,  and  executed  to  the  plaintiff  a  bill  of 
8ale  of  all  the  bricks  in  the  kiln;  and  it  was  held  that  the  defend- 
ant was  entitled  to  take  the  quantity  named,  although  they  were 
not  counted  out,  marked  or  separated  from  the  residue.  It  is  said, 
m  the  opinion,  "  if  the  goods  sold  are  clearly  identified,  then, 
although  it  may  be  necessary  to  number,  weigh  or  measure  them, 
in  order  to  ascertain  what  would  be  the  price  of  the  whole  at  a  rate 
agreed  upon  between  the  parties,  the  title  will  pass.'' 

It  was  also  laid  down  that  the  distinction  in  all  these  cases  does 
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not  depend  so  much  upon  what  is  done  as  upon  the  object  to  be 
effected.  If  it  be  specification,  the  property  is  not  changed;  if 
merely  to  ascertain  the  total  value  at  designated  rates,  the  change 
of  title  is  effected.  It  is  very  plain  that  the  object  of  the  culling 
and  counting,  or  measuring,  was  merely  as  a  means  of  ascertain- 
ing the  total  value,  at  the  rates  agreed  upon ;  au^  hence  the  title 
became  changed,  without  the  entire  lumber  being  culled,  counted 
or  measured. 

This  doctrine  is  familiar  and  sustained  by  numerous  authorities. 
Russell  V.  Carrifiglon,  42  N.  Y.  118;  Macomber  v.  Parker y  13  Pick. 
175;  RiddU  v.  Varnuniy  20  id.  282;  Tyler  v.  StraTig,  21  Barb.  198; 
Dexter  v.  Bevins,  supra. 

But,  independent  of  the  rule  referred  to,  the  fair  construction  of 
the  contract  is,  according  to  the  ordinary  rules  of  interpretation, 
that  the  defendant  agreed  to  take  such  lumber  as  was  brought  by 
the  plaintiff  and  delivered  on  the  bank;  and  when  he  did  this, and 
the  defendant  thus  became  possessed  of  the  property,  he  was  the 
absolute  owner,  and  the  culling,  counting  or  measuring  was  not 
essential  to  establish  a  delivery.  The  proof  also  shows  that  the 
whole  was  piled,  and  this  was  an  act  of  ratification,  which  sanc- 
tioned and  approved  the  delivery. 

In  regard  to  the  question  of  acceptance  by  the  defendant  no  gen- 
eral act  was  required,  and  a  delivery  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract  vested  the  title  in  the  purchaser.  Hyde  v.  Lathrop,  3 
Keyes,  597;  Dexter  v.  Bevins,  supra. 

The  charge  of  the  judge,  leaving  it  for  the  jury  to  decide 
whether  it  was  the  understanding  between  the  parties,  that  a  deliv- 
ery on  the  bank  was  a  complete  performance  for  the  purpose  of  the 
contract,  and  vesting  the  title  in  the  defendant,  was  not  liable  to 
objection  within  the  rules  referred  to.  As  we  have  seen,  what  was 
to  be  done  after  the  delivery  on  the  bank  was  not  material,  if  the 
parties  intended  that  the  delivery  there  constituted  a  performance. 
The  contract  was  then  fulfilled  ;  the  lumber  under  the  control  and 
in  possession  of  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  being  rafted,  and 
he  became  the  absolute  owner  of  the  same. 

The  various  rulings  in  regard  to  the  evidence  disclose  no  error, 
and  the  judgment  must  be  afl^rmed  with  costs. 

All  concur. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Merritt  V.  Village  of  Portchester 
(TIN.  Y. aoo.) 
Statutory  eonstruetian  —  oMessmcrUs  —  duty  of  commisnonen  in  mctking, 

Statutes  delegating  power  to  charge  the  property  of  individaala  with  the 
coat  of  local  improvements  must  be  strictly  pursued,  and  any  substantial 
departure  from  the  prescribed  formula  vitiates  the  proceedings. 

^Commissioners,  appointed  by  legislative  authority  to  apportion  and  assess  the 
cost  of  a  local  improvement,  were  required  by  the  statute  to  make  oath,  be- 
fore entering  on  their  duties.  "  faithfully  and  fully  to  discharge  the  duties." 
The  oath  taken  was  that  each  would  perform  the  duties  "  to  the  best  of  his 
ability .''  In  action  to  restrain  the  collection  of  the  assessment,  held^  that 
their  proceedings  were  illegal  for  defect  in  the  oath. 

Commissioners,  appointed  by  statute  to  assess  the  cost  of  a  local  improvement, 
were  by  the  statute  required  after  making  the  assessment  to  publish  notice 
of  the  time  and  place  when  and  where  the  parties  could  be  heard.  The  no- 
tice published  was  that  **  all  persons  feeling  themselves  aggrieved  must 
present  their  objections  in  writing/'  Hdd^  that  the  commissioners  exceeded 
their  jurisdiction  in  thus  restricting  the  parties,  and  that  the  objection  was 
not  waived  by  appearing  and  filing  written  objections  to  two  reports,  which 
were  sent  back  for  correction,  a  new  assessment  being  subsequently  made 
with  the  same  requirement  for  written  objections. 

ACTION  to  restrain  sale  of  land  for  unpaid  assessment  for 
regulating  and  grading  an  avenue  in  the  village  of  Portchester 
laid  by  commissioners  appointed  by  the  trustees  under  the  vil- 
lage charter.  The  opinion  states  the  facts.  Defendants  had  judg- 
ment. 

Calviri  Frosty  for  appellants. 

Odle  Close,  for  respondents.     The  oath  taken  by  the  commission- 
•ers   was  a  substantial   compliance  with  the  statute.      In  re  M, 

6  H.  R.  R.  Co.y  19  Wend.  135;  Weeks  v.  ElliSy  2  Barb.  320;  Foot 
V.  StileSy  57  N.Y.  399;  Rusher  Y.Sherma^v,  28  Barb.  416;  Stanton  y. 
Ellis,  2  Kern.  575;  B.  £  S.  L,  R.  R.  Go,  v.  Erie,  48  N.  Y.  93; 
Sorchan  v.  Oity  of  B^klyn,  3  Hun,  562,  565.  The  published  notice 
was  suflScient  within  the  intent  of  the  charter.  Sheldon  y.  Wright^ 

7  Barb.  39;  5  N.  Y.  497;  Olcott  v.  Robinson,  21  id.  160;  Chamber- 
lain y.  Dempsey,  13  Abb.  421;  22  How.  356;  Wood  y.  Morehottae, 
45  N.  Y.  368. 
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Allen,  J.  The  proceedings  which  it  is  sought  to  arrest  were  had 
by  authority  of  a  statute  delegating  power  to  charge  the  property 
of  individuals  situated  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  village 
of  Portch ester  witli  the  cost  of  certain  local  improvements.  By 
the  proceedings,  pursued  to  their  permitted  termination,  the  owner 
may  be  deprived  of  his  property,  without  his  assent,  and  the  imme- 
diate effect  is  to  incumber  them  to  the  extent  of  the  charge  and 
assessment.  It  is  a  statutory  proceeding,  affecting  the  property  of 
the  citizen,  and  by  which  it  may  be  taken  from  him;  and,  therefore, 
within  well-established  rules  of  law,  the  statute  must  be  strictly 
pursued,  and  any  departure,  in  substance,  from  the  formula  pre- 
scribed by  law,  vitiates  the  proceedings.  The  party  whose  prop- 
erty is  to  be  reached  may  insist  upon  the  observance  of  every  form 
prescribed  by  statute  which  will  in  the  least  tend  to  his  protection.  In 
other  words,  the  form  must  be  strictly  followed.  Oilbert  v.  Colum- 
bia T.  Co.y  3  Johns.  Cas.  107;  Rex  v.  Oroke,  Cowp.  26 ;  Adams  v. 
S.  i&  W.  R,  R.  Co.,  10  N.  Y.  328.;  Doughty  v.  Hope,  3  Den.  594; 
Seymour  v.  Judd,  2  Comst.  464;  Sharp  v.  Spier,  4:  Hill,  76;  Bloom 
V.  Burdick,  lid.  131;  Thatcher  v.  Powell,  6  Wheat.  119.  The 
commissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment,  whose  duty  it  was  to 
apportion  the  cost  of  the  improvement  and  assess  itujwn  the  prop- 
erly situated  within  the  prescribed  limits  of  benefit,  were  not  author- 
ized to  act  until  they  had  taken  the  oath  prescribed  by  law.  Their 
appointment  could  only  be  consummated,  and  they  fully  inducted 
into  office,  by  that  ceremony.  It  was  a  condition  precedent  to  their 
right  to  perform  the  functions  of  their  office,  and  the  oath  was  one  of 
the  safeguards  provided  by  statute  for  the  protection  of  the  property 
holder,  and  the  legislature,  by  prescribing  the  form,  made  the  form 
of  the  essence  of  the  act.  That  which  the  legislature  has  directed 
courts  cannot  declare  immaterial.  The  statute  required  the  com- 
missioners to  make  oath  before  entering  upon  their  duties,  "faith- 
fully and  fairly  to  discharge  the  duties,"  etc.  The  oath  taken  was 
that  each  would  perform  the  duties  "  to  the  best  of  his  ability.^ 
The  legislature  laid  stress  and  gave  importance  to  the  words 
"faithfully  and  fairly,"  incorporated  in  the  oath  as  prescribed, 
and  the  courts  have  no  right  to  say  that  they  are  unmean- 
ing and  without  force,  or  that  they  might  not  affect  the  conscience 
as  the  oath  actually  taken,  or  any  oath  less  solemn  in  form  would 
not.  As  there  are  no  words  substituted  for  them,  there  is  no  room 
to  hold  that  their  place  is  supplied  by  equivalent  words,  or  words 
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of  equal  force.  The  liberal  interpretation  which  may  some- 
times be  resorted  to  to  upliold  proceedings  cannot  be  applied 
here,  for  the  very  obvious  reason  that  there  are  no  words  in  the 
oath  taken  to  be  interpreted  as  the  equivalents  of  those  prescribed. 
Two  cases  in  the  neighboring  State  of  Pennsylvania  are  directly  in 
point,  although  in  neither  was  the  departure  from  the  statutory 
form  of  oath  as  great  or  as  important  as  in  the  case  at  bar.  In 
Thompson  v.  WdtCy  4  S.  &  R.  135,  the  word  *' firmly  "  was  omitted 
in  the  oath  as  to  the  belief  of  an  appellant  that  injustice  had  been 
done  by  the  award  of  arbitrators,  from  which  it  was  desired  to 
appeal.  In  Cambria  Street^  75  Penn.  St.  357,  "  road  viewers,*^  who 
answer  to  the  commissioners  appointed  in  fchis  case  and  appointed 
for  the  same  purpose,  were  required  to  take  an  oath  that  they 
would  ''impartially  discharge  their  duties;"  and  they  had  substi- 
tuted ''faithfully"  for  "  impartially"  in  the  oath  as  administered, 
and  it  was  held  fatal  to  their  power  to  act  The  commissioners 
should  have  taken  the  oath  as  required  by  the  statute,  and  not 
having  done  so,  their  proceedings  were  illegal.  People  v.  Connor^ 
46  Barb.  333;  State  v.  Mayor  of  Jersey  City,  38  N.  J.  (L.  R.)  85; 
Same  v.  City  of  Perth  Amboy,  id.  425. 

The  case  Iti  the  Matter  of  the  Election  of  Directors  of  the  M,  <& 
//.  R.  R.  Co. ,  19  Wend.  135,  is  relied  upon  by  the  respondents  to 
sustain  the  proceeding.  It  was  there  held  by  Judge  Cowen,  in  an 
elaborate  opinion,  that  the  omission  of  the  inspectors  appointed  to 
preside  at  an  election  of  directors  of  an  incorporated  company,  to 
be  sworn  in  the  form  prescribed  by  statute,  was  no  ground  for  set- 
ting aside  the  election  upon  a  summary  application.  The  learned 
judge  came  to  his  conclusions  upon  three  distinct  grounds:  First, 
that  the  objection  was  waived  by  appearing  at  the  election  and 
voting  without  taking  the  objection,  or  by  having  notice  of  the 
election  and  being  absent;  second,  that  the  inspectors  were  de 
facto  oflBcers,  without  having  taken  any  oath,  and  that  their  acts 
were  valid;  and  third,  that  the  statute  directing  the  inspectors 
to  be  sworn  was  directory,  and  not  mandatory.  There  was  no 
waiver  here,  for  there  was  no  opportunity  to  object;  and  there  is 
nothing  which  the  legislature  directs  to  be  done,  or  in  any  of  the 
steps  prescribed  for  the  taking  of  individual  property  under  a 
delegated  power,  which  the  courts  can  hold  directory  merely,  and 
therefore  to  be  observed  or  not,  as  may  be  convenient^  the  omission 
of  which  will  not  affect  the  proceedings. 
Vol.  XXVII  -  '^ 
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The  second  ground,  therefore,  considered  by  the  learned  judge 
is  the  only  one  that  could  apply^  and  how  much  stress  was  laid 
upon  that  in  reaching  the  final  conclusion  is  not  easy  to  learn  from 
the  opinion.  But  it  may  be  assumed  that  the  inspectors  of  an 
election  of  directors,  deriving  their  authority  from  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  corporate  body,  acting  without  being  sworn,  are  offi- 
ecra  de  facio,  and  their  acts  valid  without  affecting  this  case. 
Inspectors  of  election  are  ministerial  officers,  having  certain  duties 
to  perform  in  the  election  of  the  governing  officers  of  a  corpora- 
tion. Their  acts  do  not  affect  the  property  of  individuals,  and 
they  have  no  power  over  the  property  of  the  citizen.  The  differ- 
ence between  the  powers  exercised  by  the  two  classes  of  officers  dis- 
tinguish that  case  from  the  present,  and  leave  the  general  principle 
that  has  ripened  into  an  axiom  in  the  law  as  to  the  necessity  of 
strictly  following  the  statute  in  all  proceedings  affecting  property 
riglits,  applicable  in  all  its  force  in  this  case. 

Only  one  other  of  the  several  objections  to  the  proceedings  will 
be  noticed.  The  statute  under  which  the  proceedings  wei-e  had 
(I^ws  of  18G8,  chap.  818,  title  6,  §  25  [Charter  of  the  Village  of 
Portchestcr]),  requires  the  commissioners,  after  making  their  esti* 
mate  and  assessment,  to  publish  a  notice  of  the  time  and  place 
wlien  and  where  the  parties  could  be  heard;  and  that  after  hearing 
the  parties,  to  proceed  and  complete  their  reiM)rt  to  the  board  of 
trustees  of  the  village.  There  was  no  published  notice  of  a  time 
and  place  for  the  hearing  of  interest<jd  parties;  but  notice  was 
given  of  the  filing  of  the  estimate  anr^  assessment,  and  of  a  time 
and  place  when  and  where  the  commissioners  would  meet;  and  that 
**  all  persons  feeling  themselves  a^rieved,  must  presc»nt  their  objec- 
tions in  writing"  to  the  commissioners.  This  was  not  tlie  hearing 
required  by  the  statute,  and  the  commissioners  exceeded  their 
jurisdiction  in  restricting  the  parties  in  interest  to  written  objec- 
tions. The  statute  gave  the  right  of  an  oral  hearing,  and  the 
limitations  imposec'.  by  the  commissioners  were  unauthorized.  Stale 
V.  Jersey  (^*ty,  1  Dutcher,  309;  HopJcms  v.  }fason,  42  How.  Pr. 
115. 

The  appellants  have  not  waived  this  objection.  The  commis- 
sioners made  four  successive  reports  to  the  board  of  trustees,  the 
latter  sending  the  same  back  three  times  for  revision  and  correc- 
tion, and  the  commissioners  on  each  occasion  made  a  new  estimate 
and  as«»ossment,  and  gave  a  new  notice   to  parties  interested  "  to 
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present  their  objections  in  writing."  Each  assessment  was  inde- 
pendent of  every  former  assessment,  and  the  same  steps  were 
required  for  its  perfection.  An  appearance,  and  filing  written 
objections  to  the  first  two  reports,  did  not  waive  the  defective 
notices  in  respect  to  the  last  two,  or  cure  the  defects. 

The  judgment  mast  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted. 

All  concur.  Judgment  reversed. 


OoBB  V.  Ekapp. 

01  N.  Y.  848.) 

Agency — undisehsed  prineipai* 

Defendant  poidiaaed  of  plaintiff  wheat  on  hit  own  credit,  ordering  It  to  bo 
chaiged  to  him,  and  stating  that  it  was  for,  and  to  be  delivered  at,  the  "Blise- 
villeDietilleiy."  Plaintiffdidnotknow  the  proprietors  of  the  distillery.  Sab- 
seqaentlj  the  agent  disclosed  the  names  of  the  principals,  and  the  plaintiff 
commenced  an  action  against  them.  BM,  that  whether  the  principal  was 
disclosed  on  the  sale  was  a  question  of  fact,  and  that  the  subsequent  dis* 
closure  and  action  against  the  prindpala  was  not  oonclusive  of  an  election 
to  hold  them  alone  responsible,  but  was  evidence  for  the  jury  on  that  con- 
tested fact.* 

ACTION  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.     The  opinion  states  the 
facts.    The  plaintiff  had  judgment. 

William  A.  Coursen,  for  appellant.  The  principal  suffl- 
45iently  disclosed.  Waddell  v.  Mordecai,  3  Hill  (S.  C),  22;  3 
Kent's  Com.  631 ;  Southwell  v.  Bowditchy  1  0.  P.  Div.  100  ;  Pag$ 
V.  Stone,  10  Mete.  160;  Hale  t.  Lauderdale,  46  N.  Y.  75;  Eaton  v. 
BelU  5  B.  &  Aid. ;  Owen  v.  Oooch,  2  Esp.  567.  Plaintiff  could  not 
maintain  this  action,  having  commenced  an  action,  still  pending, 
Against  defendant's  principal.  Story  on  Agency  (7th  ed.),  225 ; 
Priestly  v.  F&mie,  3  H.  &  C.  983;  Borell  v.  TreweU,  3  Daly,  233; 
Fitzsimmons  v.  Baxter,  id.  87. 

Albert  Matthews,  for  respondent 

GHUBOHy  G.  J.    This  was  an  action  for  the  purchase-price  of  a 
^quantity  of  wheat  alleged  to  have  been  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 

See  Hott  v.  iSoM  (64  N.  ST.  478),  13  Am.  Uep.  Clfi. 
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liefcMulimt.  The  defense  was  iluit  tlie  tlefeiuhmt  ]>urchased  the 
wlieut  as  agent  or  broker  for  ('.  A.  Sttvn  &  ('o.  It  seems  to  have 
been  conceded  that  tlie  defendant  did  in  fact  pnrcliase  the  wheat, 
as  a  broker,  for  the  firm  nanuMl.  wjio  were  his  principals,  and  the 
main  contention  on  tlie  trial  was  whether  the  def^-ndant  at  the  time 
of  I  he  purchase  disclosed  his  principals,  and  whether  he  made  the 
purchase  in  his  own  name  and  uj>on  his  own  rcsi>onsibility.  The 
only  exception  in  the  case  is  upon  a  refusal  to  «^rant  a  nonsuit,  and 
H  request  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  The  court  charged 
the  jury  that  a  broker,  although  acting  for  anotlior,  maikes  him- 
self personally  liable  if  he  contract  in  his  own  name,  and  without 
disclosing  the  name  of  his  principal,  and  that  this  would  bo  so, 
although  tlie  seller  supposed  at  the  time  that  he  wa<  actinir  as  a 
broker  or  agent  for  another;  that  the  subsecjucnt  disclosure  of  the 
principal,  and  the  commencement  of  an  action  a;^^n'iwt  him  by  the 
seller,  would  not  discharire  the  broker  from  personal  liability. 
There  were  no  exceptions  to  the  char;^e  ami  I  do  not  understand 
that  the  learned  counsel  for  the  ap[u»llant  claims  that  it  was  erron- 
eous in  these  respects;  but  he  insists,  from  the  facts  appearing  in 
the  case,  a  nonsuit  should  have  been  granted  or  verdict  ordered 
for  the  defendant.  There  was  a  sharp  conflict  of  evidence  between 
the  parties  as  to  what  look  i)lace  at  the  time  of  the  contract.  This 
court  has  no  i)ower  to  n»view  the  facts  any  further  than  to  ascer- 
tain whether  they  are  sufficient  upon  any  construction,  which  the 
jury  were  authorized  to  gi\e  them  to  justify  a  verdict,  whether  any 
fact  was  conclusively  proved  which,  as  matter  of  law,  entitled  the 
defendant  to  a  verdict.  The  credibility  of  witnesses,  the  construc- 
tion of  ambiguous  evidence,  and  in  general  inferences  to  be  drawn 
from  circumstances,  are  exclusively  for  the  jury.  These  views  have 
been  so  often  i*eiterated  by  this  court,  that  it  seems  idle  to  refer 
to  them,  and  quite  unnecessary  to  cite  authorities  to  sustain  them. 
It  is  natural  that  parties,  who  feel  aggrieved  by  verdicts,  should  strug- 
gle to  have  what  they  regard  as  injustice  remedied,  and  hence  it  is  the 
almost  daily  experience  of  this  court  to  have  questions  of  fact  pressed 
upon  our  attention  in  some  form  as  questions  of  law,  while,  except 
in  a  few  cases,  the  r«  iew  of  facts  is  confined  by  statute  to  the 
Special  and  General  Terms  of  the  courts  below.  Our  jurisdiction 
is  fixed  by  the  Constitution  and  the  statute,  and  we  have  no  au- 
thority to  depart  from  their  limitations.  In  this  case  the  evidence 
of  the  defendant,  which  was  to  some  extent  corroborated,  if  true, 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1877.  53 

Cobb  V.  Koapp. 


established  clearly  a  ease  of  n  on -liability.  He  testified  that  he 
purchased  the  wheat  for  Steeii  &  Co.,  and  so  informed  the  plain- 
tiff, and  that  it  was  understood  that  Steeu  &  Co.  was  to  pay  the 
purchase-price,  and  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  make  any  claim 
against  him  at  the  time,  nor  for  several  yeai*s  afterward.  But  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  whether  it  was  a  legal  error  to  deny 
the  motion  for  nonsuit  we  must  take  the  evidence  of  the  plain- 
tiff. If  that  was  sufficient  to  sustain  the  action,  the  jury  had  a 
right  to  adopt  it.  The  plaintiff  testified  that  not  only  was  the 
principal  not  disclosed,  but  that  the  defendant  expressly  purchased 
the  wheat  on  his  own  credit,  and  directed  that  it  be  charged  to 
him  ;  that  it  was  charged  to  him,  and  a  bill  made  against  him, 
which  he  repeatedly  promised  to  pay.  If  the  jury  adopted  the 
plaintiff's  evidence,  it  made  a  clear  case  of  liability.  Story  on 
Agency,  §§  266,  267  ;  44  N.  Y.  349.  It  is  argued  that  because  the 
defendant  stated  that  the  property  was  for  the  *'  Blissville  Distil- 
lery," and  was  to  be  delivered  there,  that  was  a  sufficient  disclosure 
of  the  principal,  but  this  is  not  conclusive.  The  plaintiff  states 
that  lie  did  not  know  the  proprietors  of  the  distillery,  and  that  the 
defendant  directed  the  property  to  be  charged  to  him. 

The  case  of  Waddell  v.  Mordecai,  3  Hill  (S.  C),  22,  is  cited. 
That  was  an  action  against  the  defendant  to  recover  $100  paid  on 
a  contract  executed  by  the  defendant  as  agent  of  a  brig,  and  signed 
*•  M.  C.  Mordecai  for  the  owners."  The  agent  had  paid  the  money 
to  his  principals  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  the 
court  held  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover.  The  learned 
judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  reasoned  that  the  disclosure  was 
sufficient,  but  put  the  decision  upon  the  ground  mainly,  that  it 
appearing  that  the  defendant  had  acted  in  good  faith  and  deliv- 
ered the  money  to  his  principals,  the  equitable  action  for  money 
had  and  received  could  not  be  sustained.  The  general  current  of 
authority  is  against  the  sufficiency  of  such  a  signing  to.  relieve  the 
agent  from  liability,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  express  an  opinion  of 
its  correctness,  because  in  this  case  the  agent,  if  the  plaintiff's  evi- 
dence is  to  be  credited,  contracted  expressly  on  his  own  credit. 
The  other  case  depended  on  is  Southwell  v.  Bowditeh^  1  Law  Rep. 
(Com.  Pleas  Div.)  100,  and  s.  c.  on  appeal,  p.  374.  The  con- 
tract signed  by  the  defendant  was :  "  I  have  this  day  sold  by 
your  order,  and  for  your  account  to  my  principals,  five  tons,"  eta 
The  Common  Pleas  Division  held  this  to  be  a  contract  of  purchase 
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by  the  broker,  and  that  he  w.w  liable.  The  Court  of  Appeals  re- 
versed the  decision,  holding  that  it  was  a  contract  of  sale  by  the 
broker,  and  not  of  purchase,  and  that  it  must  be  construed  accord- 
ing to  its  tenor  like  other  contracts.  This  decision  does  not  aid 
the  defendant. 

The  case  of  Raymond  v.  T/ie  Proprietors  of  the  Grown  and  Eagh 
Mills,  2  Mete.  319,  is  in  point  for  the  plaintiff.  The  agent  pur- 
chased goods  saying  they  were  for  C.  &  E.  Mills,  and  ordered 
them  to  be  so  marked.  They  were  charged  to  the  agent.  The  C. 
&  E.  Mills  were  a  corporation.  At  the  trial  the  judge  charged  that 
these  facts  were  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the  knowledge  of  the 
plaintiffs;  that  R.  was  the  agent,  and  the  Crown  and  Eagle  Mills 
the  principal,  and  the  Supreme  Court  sustained  the  decision,  hold- 
ing that  the  language  was  ambiguous,  and  was  properly  left  to  the 
jury.  Here  the  distillery  named  was  not  a  corporation,  and  its 
name,  therefore,  conveyed  no  idea  of  its  owners.  It  is  not  suffi- 
cient that  the  seller  may  have  the  means  of  ascertaining  the  name 
of  the  principal.  If  so,  the  neglect  to  incjuire  might  be  deemed 
sufficient.  He  must  have  actual  knowledge.  There  is  no  hard- 
ship in  the  rule  of  liability  against  agents.  They  always  have  it 
in  their  own  power  to  relieve  themselves,  and  when  they  do  not,  it 
must  be  presumed  that  they  intend  to  be  liable. 

The  subsequent  disclosure  of  the  principals  by  the  agent,  and 
the  commencement  of  an  action  against  them,  is  not  conclusive  of 
an  election  to  hold  them  responsible  only.  2  Mete.,  supra  ;  Curtis 
V.  Williamson^  L.  R.,  10  Q.  B.  57.  In  the  recent  case  of  Beymer  ▼• 
Bonsall,  79  Penn.  St.  21)8,  it  was  held  that  neither  the  agent  nor  prin- 
cipal in  such  a  case  would  be  discharged  short  of  satisfaction.  The 
fact  of  commencing  the  action  and  the  statements  in  the  com- 
plaint were  proper  for  the  jury  upon  the  contested  fact,  but  they 
did  not  operate  as  a  legal  discharge.  It  was  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiff that  the  action  was  commenced  upon  the  representation  of  the 
defendant,  that  a  certain  responsible  person  was  a  member  of  the 
firm  of  Steen  &  Co.,  which  was  untrue  ;  but,  however  this  was,  it 
did  not  discharge  the  defendant. 

The  case  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  if  the  result  is 
wrong,  it  was  the  error  of  the  jury.  We  are  unable  to  find  any 
exception  in  the  case  justifying  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,  and  it 
must  be  affirmed 

All  concur.  Judgment  affirmed. 
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Attoenby-Genebal  v.  Continental  Life  Ins,  Ckx 

(71  N.  T.  8850 
Oheck — equitable  amgnment  of  bank  depo$U. 

A  check  in  the  ordinary  form  does  not  operate  as  an  assignment  of  BO  miMh 
of  the  drawer's  funds  in  the  drawee's  hands.* 

An  insurance  company  gave  its  check  on  a  trust  company  in  payment  of  a  loss. 
The  company's  deposit  at  the  time  was  larger  than  the  amount  of  the  check. 
Before  the  check  was  presented,  a  receiver  of  the  company  drew  all  the 
funds  on  deposit.  The  check  not  having  been  drawn  on  a  particular  fund, 
?ield,  that  the  payee  was  not  entitled  to  payment  by  the  receiver  in  prefer- 
ence to  other  creditors  of  the  company. 

PETITION  for  an  order  directing  the  receiver  of  the  Continental 
Life  Insurance  Company  to  pay  the  petitioner  the  amount  of 
the  check.     Order  granted.     The  opinion  states  the  ^acts. 

Afihbel  Green,  for  appellant. 

Elliott  F.  Shepard,  for  respondent  The  draft  was  an  equitable 
assignment  of  so  much  of  the  fund  on  deposit.  Vreeland  v.  Blunty 
6  Barb.  182;  Hosack  v.  RogerSy  6  Paige,  415-429;  HallY.  Buffalo,  1 
Keyes,  193;  Burn  v.  Carvalho,^  M.  &  C.  690;  Morton  y.  Naylor,  1 
Hill,  583-585;  Yeaies  v.  Groves,  1  Ves.  Jr.  280 ;  Dickinson  v.  PhiU 
lipsy  1  Barb.  454;  Lett  v.  Morris,  4  Simons,  607;  Bradley  v.  Root,  5 
Paige,  632;  In  re  Alder  son,  1  Mod.  55;  Clark  v.  Mauran,  3  Paige, 
373;  McEwen  v.  Johnson,  7  Cal.  258;  Wiggins  v.  McDonald,  18  id. 
126 ;  Le  Roy\,  Globe  Lis.  Co.,  2  Edw.  Ch.  657. 

Church.  C.  J.  The  check  or  draft  was  executed  on  the  14th  of 
October,  1876,  in  settlement  and  payment  of  a  policy  on  the  life  of 
the  petitioner's  huSband.  It  was  drawn  on  the  United  States  Trust 
Company,  and  was  in  the  form  of  an  ordinary  bank  check.  The 
company  at  the  date  of  the  check  had  upward  of  $21,000  on  deposit 

•See  .^Una  Nat.  Bank  v.  FVmrtfc  Nat,  Bank  (46  N.  Y.  82),7  Am.  Rep.  814;  Carrv,  NaL 
Security  Bank  ( 107  Mass.  46),  9  Am.  Rep.  6,  and  note,  9 ;  Exchange  Bank  ▼.  Rics  (101 
Mass.  87),  9  Am.  Rep.  1;  Case  ▼.  Hendcrsnn  (23  La.  Ann.  49),  8  Am.  Rep.  600.  Contra: 
Vitton  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Oceana  County  Bank  (80  Dl.  212),  22  Am.  Rep.  185,  and  note,  18S. 
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in  the  trust  company.  The  check  was  transmitted  to  the  petitioner 
in  California,  indorsed  by  her  and  returned  and  presented  for  pay- 
ment November  9,  1876,  autl  payment  refused.  Previous  to  the 
presentation  of  the  check,  and  on  the  25th  of  October,  a  receiver  of 
the  insurance  company  was  appointed,  and  on  the  31st  October, 
the  receiver  withdrew  from  the  trust  company  all  the  funds  which 
had  been  deposited.  It  is  claimed  that  the  check  operated  as  an 
equitable  assignment  of  the  fund  deposited,  pro  tanto,  and  the 
Special  and  General  Term  below  so  held,  and  granted  an  order 
directing  the  receiver  to  pay  over  the  money  to  the  petitioner,  from 
which  order  the  receiver  appealed  to  this  court, 

I  have  examined  the  point  with  some  care>  and  with  a  disposition 
to  affirm  the  order,  if  it  could  be  done  consistently  with  the  rules 
of  law,  but  I  am  unable  to  do  it.  The  authorities  cited  by  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  petitioner  fall  far  short  of  sustaining  the 
proposition.  The  general  rule  is,  that  to  constitute  an  assignment, 
the  order  must  sjxjcify  the  particular  fund  upon  which  it  is  drawn. 
In  this  case  the  order  or  check  was  general,  directing  the  trust 
company  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  petitioner  so  much  money.  The 
authorities  are  uniform,  and  those  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the 
petitioner  do  not  mise  a  conflict.  In  the  case  of  Vreeland  v.  Blunt, 
6  Barb.  18^>,  the  order  was,  *'  Please  pay  N.  W.  S.,  or  order,  $7,000 
out  of  the  money  you  received  from  P.  G.,  for  me,"  etc.,  and  it  was 
accepted  by  the  drawee  when  in  funds,  and  this  was  properly  held 
to  be  an  equitable  appropriation.  In  Hosack  v.  Rogers,  6  Paige, 
415,  the  chancellor  held  that  a  covenant  by  one  member  of  an 
insolvent  firm  that  he  would  pay  to  such  creditors  as  should  release 
the  two  junior  i)artners,  the  full  amount  of  their  debts  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  liis  claims  upon  the  French  government,  when  received 
was  in  equity  a  specific  appropriation  of  the  fund  for  that  purpose. 
The  transaction  was  construed  as  within  the  principle  of  an  order 
upon  a  particular  fund,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  opinion  indi- 
cating an  intent  to  question  the  general  rule.  But  the  decree  of 
the  chancellor  was  reversed  in  the  Court  of  Errors,  18  Wend.  319. 
Co  WEN,  J.,  said:  "Here  is  no  assignment,  no  mortgage  or  pledge, 
or  order,  or  any  other  specific  appropriation  of  the  French  funds, 
but  a  mere  covenant  to  pay  them  over  on  their  being  obtained  by 
the  covenantor.*' 

HaU  V.  City  of  Buffalo,  1  Koyes,  193,  was  the  case  of  orders  by  a 
contractor  upon  the  comptroller  upon  a  particular  fund,  viz.:  th« 
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fund  provided  by  the  city  to  pay  him,  and  notice  of  same  to  the 
comptroller  who  represented  the  city,  and  it  was  held  to  be  an 
equitable  assignment.  Burn  v.  Cariyalhoy  4  M.  &  C.  690,  applied 
the  doctrine  of  equitable  assignment.  It  was  there  held  that  A., 
haying  goods  in  the  hands  of  B.,  as  his  agent  at  a  foreign  port, 
and  being  indebted  to  C,  by  letter  to  C.  promised  that  he  would 
direct,  and  by  a  subsequent  letter  to  B.  did  direct,  B.  to  deliver 
the  goods  to  an  agent  of  C.  at  that  port  Before  the  delivery  and 
before  the  letter  reached  B.,  A.  became  bankrupt,  and  it  was 
held  that  C.  had  a  good  title  in  equity  to  the  goods.  The  decision 
was  put  upon  the  ground  of  ah  engagement  to  pay  out  of  a  par- 
ticular fund.  The  Lord  Chancellor  says  :  "  Here  is  an  existing 
fund  in  an  agent's  hand,  and  there  is  a  distinct  contract  to  dis- 
charge the  liability  out  of  that  fund,  and  to  give  directions  for  that 
purpose."  It  is  unnecessary  to  approve  of  the  construction  placed 
by  the  court  upon  that  transaction.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it 
does  not  sustain  the  doctrine  of  a  lien  by  a  general  order.  In  the 
somewhat  similar  case  of  Malcom  v.  Scotty  3  Hare,  39,  where  the 
right  of  equitable  lien  was  denied,  the  Vice-Chancellor,  in  refer- 
ring to  the  decision  in  Burn  v.  CarvalJio,  said  :  **  I  do  not  con- 
ceive that  Lord  Cottenham  meant  to  decide  any  thing  more  in 
that  case  than  that  when  you  make  out  the  agreement  to  give  the 
lien,  the  form  of  the  transaction  is  not  material.**  Yeates  v. 
Groves,  1  Ves.  Jr.  280,  was  the  case  of  the  giving  up  of  a  note  by 
the  holder  upon  receiving  an  order  to  pay  out  of  certain  purchase- 
money,  of  which  the  purchaser  had  notice,  and  was  plainly  within 
the  general  principle.  Bradley  v.  Root,  5  Paige,  641,  simply  de- 
cided that  the  assignment  of  a  mail  contract,  and  an  agreement 
that  the  assignee  shall  be  entitled  to  the  moneys  to  become  due 
for  carrying  the  mail,  constituted  an  equitable  lien  on  the  fund, 
which  was  superior  to  a  subsequent  order  on  the  same  fund. 

Murray  v.  Judah,  6  Cow.  484,  was  an  action  by  the  holder 
against  the  drawer  of  a  check,  and  except  for  a  remark  of  the  cir- 
cuit judge  as  a  reason  for  denying  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  in  a 
preliminary  stage  of  the  trial,  which  can  scarcely  be  regarded  as  a 
dicta  in  favor  of  the  doctrine  that  a  check  upon  a  bank  operates  as 
an  equitable  assignment  of  the  fund  standing  to  the  credit  of  the 
drawer,  the  case  has  no  bearing  upon  the  question.  It  was  tried 
and  decided  upon  appeal  upon  other  grounds.  These  are  the  prin- 
cipal cases  referred  to  by  the  learned  counsel  to  support  the  posi- 
Vol.  XXVII  — 8 
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tion  of  an  equitable  lien,  and  I  have  referred  to  them  for  the  pur- 
pose of  demonstrating  how  far  short  they  are  from  giving  counte- 
nance to  that  doctrine  when  applied  to  an  ordinary  check  or  inland 
bill  of  exchange.  In  all  of  them  the  general  principle  is  applied, 
that  the  order,  check,  or  draft  must  be  on  a  particular  fund,  which 
must  be  8i>ecified,  to  have  the  effect  of  an  equitable  assignment. 

The  authorities  against  the  claim  of  the  appellant  are  numerous 
and  decisive  ;  a  few  only  need  be  referred  to.  Harris  v.  Clarke  3 
Comst.  119,  was  the  case  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  intended  as  a  donO' 
Ho  causa  mortis,  drawn  by  the  donor  upon  his  depositary  for  $30,- 
000.  RroGLES,  J.,  said  :  "  These  cases  establish  the  rule  that  a 
draft,  payable  out  of  a  particular  fund,  operates  as  an  assignment 
of  the  fund^^ro /a»/o  to  the  drawee  that  an  accepted  bill  of  ex- 
change operates  the  same  way,  but  none  of  them  go  to  the  extent 
of  giving  tliat  effect  to  a  bill  not  accepted."  There  is  no  legal  dis- 
tinction between  an  unaccepted  check  and  a  bill  of  exchange.  The 
appellant  claims  in  this  case  that  the  trust  company  is  not  a  bank- 
ing institution.  If  so,  then  according  to  the  last  decision,  the  in- 
strument should  be  regarded  as  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  less  effect- 
ive in  creating  a  lien  than  an  ordinary  check  upon  a  bank.  But 
the  distinction  is  without  any  difference  in  principle  in  respect  to 
the  question  involved  here. 

Lunt  V.  Bank  of  North  America^  49  Barb.  221,  declares  the  rule 
accurately,  that  checks  drawn  in  the  ordinary  form,  not  describin<z 
any  particular  fund,  or  using  any  words  of  transfer  of  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  any  amount  standing  to  the  credit  of  the  drawer, 
but  containing  only  the  usual  request,  are  of  the  same  legal  effect 
as  an  inland  bill  of  exchange,  and  do  not  amount  to  an  assignment 
of  the  funds  of  the  drawer  in  the  bank.  This  I  believe  to  be  the 
settled  law  of  this  State,  as  it  has  been  repeatedly  affirmed  in  this 
court.  CO  X.  Y.  153  ;  48  id.  682  ;  57  id.  270,  459  ;  46  id.  83  ;  7 
Am.  Rep.  314.  This  doctrine  accords  with  the  relations  between 
the  parties.  Banks  are  debtors  to  their  customers  for  the  amount 
of  deposits.  A  check  is  a  request  of  the  customer  to  pay  the  whole 
or  a  portion  of  such  indebtedness  to  the  bearer,  or  to  the  order  of 
the  payee.  Until  presented  and  accepted,  it  is  inchoate  ;  it  vests 
no  title  or  interest,  legal  or  equitable,  in  the  payee  to  the  fund. 
Before  acceptance,  the  drawer  may  withdraw  his  deposit ;  the  bank 
owes  no  duty  to  the  holder  of  a  check  until  it  is  presented  for  pay- 
ment    Knowledge  that  checks  have  been  drawn  does  not  render 
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it  obligatory  upon  the  bank  to  retain  the  deposit  to  meet  them. 
These  rules  are  indispensable  to  the  safe  transaction  of  commercial 
business.  Any  other  rule  would  produce  confusion,  and  involve 
banking  institutions  and  all  depositaries  of  moneys  in  responsibil- 
ities to  conflicting  claimants,  which,  while  producing  great  embar- 
rassments, would  serve  no  beneficial  i)urpose.  In  this  case,  the  in- 
strument referred  to  no  fund  ;  did  not  purport  to  create  a  lien  or 
assignment  of  any  fund,  and  the  trust  company  did  not  even  have 
notice  of  it. 

It  only  remains  to  consider  whether  there  is  any  thing  in  the 
circumstances  of  fhe  case  to  take  it  out  of  the  general  rule.  It  is 
urged  that  the  statement  in  the  petition,  that  the  draft  or  check 
was  intended  to  assign  and  transfer  to  the  petitioner  a  like  amount 
of  the  fund  on  deposit ;  but  no  fact  is  alleged  showing  such  inten- 
tion, and  the  allegation  must  be  regarded  as  a  conclusion  of  law. 
It  is  also  urged  that  the  receipt  on  the  back,  intended  for  the  sig- 
nature of  the  petitioner,  took  away  its  negotiability,  and  in  some 
way  transformed  it  into  an  assignment.  A  statement  of  the  con- 
sideration for  a  draft  or  check,  either  generally  or  specitically, 
whether  on  the  back  or  in  the  body  of  the  instrument,  does  not 
affect  its  negotiability  ;  and  if  it  did,  it  would  not  create  a  lien  or 
appropriation  of  the  particular  fund  without  some  expression  to 
that  effect,  or  any  acceptance  by  the  drawee.  Again,  it  is  said 
that  the  trust  company,  in  which  the  deposit  was  made,  is  not  a 
bank,  and  that  this  fund  was  deposited  and  set  apart  to  meet  this 
demand,  or  at  least  demands  of  that  character.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear, unless  by  its  name,  that  the  company  is  not  an  ordinary 
banking  institution,  but  the  circumstance  is  quite  immaterial.  It 
is  an  institution,  we  must  presume  from  the  facts  developed  in 
this  case,  which  received  and  paid  out  upon  checks,  deposit-s,  and 
there  is  no  fact  stated  indicating  that  the  deposit  was  made  for 
any  special  purpose.  When  the  insurance  company  made  the  de- 
posit, the  trust  company  became  its  debtor  to  the  amount  of  it, 
with  the  implied  agreement  to  pay  the  same  when  requested.  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  fund  was  impressed  with  any  trust,  nor 
that  it  was  not  placed  there  for  the  general  purposes  of  the  depos- 
itor. It  is  doubtless  true  that,  at  the  time  this  check  was  made, 
the  officers  of  the  insurance  company  expected  that  it  would  be 
paid,  it  may  be,  from  the  moneys  then  standing  to  its  credit ;  but 
they  might  have  increased  the  deposit,  or  changed  or  diminished 
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it,  or  withdrawn  it  altogether.     They  gave  the  petitioner  no  spe- 
cific lien  upon  it,  either  expressly  or  impliedly. 

The  petitioner  was  a  creditor  of  the  insurance  company  upon  a 
claim  upon  a  life  policy.  When  she  received  the  check,  she  was  a 
creditor  still,  the  claim  not  having  been  paid,  but  only  liquidated. 
When  the  company  failed  and  went  into  the  hands  of  a  receiver, 
the  rights  of  all  the  creditors  to  all  the  assets  became  fixed  by 
statute,  and  the  petitioner,  not  having  acquired  any  lien  upon  any 
of  the  assets,  occupies  the  position  of  a  general  creditor.  The  nec- 
essary delay  in  transmitting  the  check  for  her  indorsement,  and, 
in  returning  it,  was  unfortunate,  because,  in  the  meantime, 
the  statute  had  seized  the  assets,  and  provided  for  their  distribu- 
tion among  all  the  creditors,  and  both  precedent  and  reason  have 
clearly  defined  and  well  established  the  general  rule  to  be  applied, 
and  courts  ought  not  to  depart  from  it  to  meet  a  particular  case  of 
supposed  hardship. 

The  order  of  the  General  and  Special  Term  must  be  reversed, 
and  the  motion  denied,  but,  under  the  circumstances,  without 
costs. 

All  concur. 

Ordered  accordingly. 

JudgmerU  reverted. 


Keeney  v.  Home  Insurance  Co. 

(71N.T.808.) 

iMwrance^-^trantfer  of  property  insured — ioaiver  of  d^etX  in  proofs  efleti 
'  breach  of  warraniy  a*  to  occupation, 

A  policy  of  fire  insarance  on  partnership  property  contained  a  condition  that 
a  Bale  or  transfer,  or  any  change  in  title  or  possession,  of  the  property,  bj 
legal  process,  judicial  decree  or  voluntary  transfer,  should  avoid  the  policy. 
In  an  action  to  dissolve  the  partnership  one  of  the  partners  was  appointed 
receiver.     Held,  not  to  avoid  the  policy. 

A  retention  by  an  insurer  of  proofs  of  loss  for  thirty-eight  days  without 
objection  will  warrant  a  finding  that  all  objections  thereto  were  waived.* 

In  a  fire  policy  the  business  carried  on  upon  the  uninsured  premises  was 
described  as  the  manufacture  of   bath  tubs.     On  adjoining  premises  the 

"*See  Jnmi<  v.  MechanU^*  Fire  Ins.  Co.  (86  N.  J.»),  6  Am.  Rep.  818;  Prott  v.  2V.  F, 
Cent.  Inn.  Co.  (55  N.  Y.  505),  U  Am.  Rep.  804. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1877.  gj 


Keenej  v.  Home  Insurance  Co. 


inHured  also  conducted  tlie  business  of  sawing  and  planing  lumber,  and  the 
nhavings  therefrom  were  carried  by  a  tube  to  feed  tlie  boiler  furnace  on  the 
insured  premises.  Held,  that  this  did  not  amount  to  a  carrying  on  of  the 
business  of  sawing  and  planing  lumber  on  the  insured  premises. 

ACTION   on  a  fire  insurance  policy.    The  opinion   states  the 
facts.     The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  which  was  set  aside  by 
the  General  Term,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Robert  Sewell,  for  appellant. 

George  W.  Parsofis,  for  respondent.  The  change  in  title  avoided 
the  policy.  Barnes  v.  Un.  Mui.  F.  Ins.  Co.y  51  Me.  110;  Dadmun 
V.  Worcester,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.,  11  Mete.  429;  Springfield  F.  £.  M.  Co. 
v.  Allen,  43  N.  Y.  389,  394;  Savage  v.  How.  Ins.  Co.,  52  id.  502; 
Perry  v.  Loril.  Ins.  Co.,  61  id.  214;  Gennond  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  2 
Han,  640;  Porter  v.  Williams,  9  N.  Y.  142;  1  Phil,  on  Ins.,  §  880; 
A  darns  v.  Rock.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  26  Mo.  292;  In  re  Carow,  4  Mete.  B. 
Reg.;  Jones  v.  Leach,  1  id.  165;  Pennington  v.  Sale,  id.  157;  Young 
V.  Eagle  F.  Im.  Co.,  14  Gray,  150;  Home  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Haus- 
lien,  60  111.  521;  McLaren  y.  Hartford  Ins.  Co.,  1  Seld.  151;  Lappin 
V.  a  0.  F.  Ins.  Co,,  58  Barb.  325;  Starkweather  v.  CI.  Ins.  Co.,  15 
Int  Rev.  Rec.  59.  The  appointment  of  the  receiver  changed  the 
possession.  McDonnell  v.  White,  11  H.  L.  570;  Kerr  on  Recrs.  159; 
Edwds.  on  Recrs.  2-5;  Pars,  on  Partnership,  312;  Mitchell  v. 
Bunc,  2  Paige,  606 ;  Mann  v.  Pentz,  L.  R,  1  Ch.  251.  That  the 
business  prohibited  was  carried  on  up  to  the  time  of  the  policy, 
was  no  excuse  for  a  violation  of  the  contract  Mead  v.  N.  W.  Ins. 
Co.,  3  Seld.  530;  Murdock  v.  Chenango  Ins.  Co.,  2  N.  Y.  210;  BiU 
hrough  y. Metropolis  Ins.  Co., 5  Duer,  587;  Woody.  Hartf.  F.  Ins.  Co., 
13  Conn.  533;  Lee  v.  How.  Ins.  Co.,  3  Gray,  583;  Bibbetts  v.  Ham. 
Ins.  Co.,  3  Al.  569;  Lowell  v.  Mid.  Ins.  Co.,  8  Cush.  127;  Kennedy  v. 
St.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  10  Barb.  285;  Wall  v.  E.  R.  Ins.  Co.,  7  N.  Y.  370;  Chase 
V.  Ham.  Ins.  Co.,  20  id.  52;  Gilbert  v.  Phoe.  Ins.  Co.,  36  Barb.  372; 
Rohrbach  v.  Ger.  Ins.  Co.,  62  N.  Y.  47  ;  Pindar  v.  Res.  F.  Ins.  Co., 
47  id,  114;  Sarsfield  v.  Met.  Ins.  Co.,  61  Barb.  479;  Ripley  v.  JEtna 
F.  Ins.  Co.,  30  N.  Y.  161.  The  proofs  of  loss  were  insufficient 
Welcome  v.  P copied s  Eq.  Ins.  Co.,  2  Gray,  480;  Campbell  v.  C.  0.  Ins. 
Co.,  10  Allen,  213.  The  furnishing  of  the  preliminary  proof  was  a 
condition  precedent  Welcome  v.  People^s  Ins.  Co.,  2  Gray,  480;  Camp- 
bell V.  C.  0.  Ins.  Co.,  10  Allen,  213;  Shawmut,  etc.,  v.  People's  Ins.  C0.9 
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12   (iray,  535;  Kimball  v.  Ham,   Ins.  Co,,  8  Bosw.  495;  Jube  v. 
B'klyyi  Ins,  r;o.,28  Barb.  412;  O'Brien  v.  ComV/  /;w.  To., 63  N.  Y.  108. 

Andrews,  J.  This  action  is  brought  by  Abner  C.  Keeney,  as 
receiver  of  the  firm  of  Keeney  &  Clarke,  upon  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance issued  by  the  defendant  to  that  firm,  covering  machinery, 
tools,  fixtures,  engine,  boiler,  and  appurtenances  and  stock,  used  in 
their  business  as  manufacturers  of  bath-tubs  and  boilers,  contained 
in  the  brick  building  and  extensions  Nos.  637  and  639  West  Forty- 
sixth  street.  New  York  city.  The  firm  was  composed  of  Abner 
C.  Keeney,  Benjamin  F.  Clarke  and  Eliza  A.  Carroll.  The  policy 
was  issued  January  5,  1871,  for  one  year,  and  contains  a  condition 
that  if  the  insured  property  be  sold  or  transferred,  or  any  change 
takes  place  in  title  or  possession,  whether  by  legal  i)r()cess  or  judicial 
decree  or  voluntary  transfer  or  conveyance,  the  |>olicy  shall  be  void. 
The  i)laintiff,  in  February,  1871,  brought  an  action  in  the  Supreme 
Court  against  his  copartners  for  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership  on 
the  ground  that  it  had  become  insolvent;  and  by  an  interlocutory 
order,  made  in  the  action  February  15,  1871,  he  was  appointed 
receiver  of  the  copartnership  business  and  assets,  with  the  usual 
powers  of  receivers  in  such  cases,  and  he  was  sjwcially  empowered 
to  collect,  sue  for,  and  recover  the  debts,  demands  or  property,  and 
pay  the  debts  of  the  copartnership,  and  conduct  and  carry  on  the 
copartnership  business,  until  the  further  order  of  the  court. 

The  plaintiff's  appointment  was  perfected  by  giving  the  security 
required,  and  he  took  possession  as  receiver  of  the  copartnership 
property.  The  firm  business,  at  the  time  the  policy  was  issued, 
was  managed  by  the  plaintiff  and  Clarke,  the  other  "partner,  Mrs. 
Carroll,  taking  no  active  part  therein.  There  was  no  actual  change 
in  the  management  after  the  plaintiff  was  appointed  receiver 
The  plaintiff  and  Clarke  continued  to  conduct  the  business  as 
before.  On  the  21st  of  July,  1871,  the  insured  property,  together 
with  the  building  on  Forty-sixth  street,  was  partially  destroyed  by 
fire.  The  action  for  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership  had  not  at  the 
time  of  the  fire  proceeded  to  judgment 

The  principal  question  presented  by  this  record  is  whether  the 
appointment  of  the  plaintiff  as  receiver  effected,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  condition  referred  to,  a  change  in  the  title  or  possession 
of  the  insured  property.  If  it  did,  the  policy  was  thereby  ren- 
dered void,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover. 
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A  receiver  pendente  lite  is  a  person  appointed  to  take  charge  of 
the  fund  or  property  to  which  the  receivership  extends  while  the 
case  remains  undecided.  The  title  to  the  property  is  not  changed 
by  the  appointment.  The  receiver  acquires  no  title,  but  only  the 
right  of  pofeession  as  the  officer  of  the  court.  The  title  remains 
in  those  in  whom  it  was  vested  when  the  appointment  was  made. 
The  object  of  the  appointment  is  to  secure  the  property  pending 
the  litigation,  so  that  it  may  be  appropriated  in  accordance  with 
the  rights  of  the  parties,  as  they  may  be  determined  by  the  judg- 
ment in  the  action.  Skip  v.  Harwoody  3  Atk.  564;  Oresley  v. 
Adderley,  1  Swanst.  673;  T/iomas  v.  Brigstocky  4  Russ.  65;  Ber* 
trand  v.  Davies,  31  Beav.  436;  OreenY.  Bostwick,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  185  j 
Singerly  v.  FoXy  75  Penn.  St.  112;  Kerr  on  Receivers,  158.  The 
appointment  of  the  plaintiff  as  receiver,  therefore,  wrought  no 
change  in  the  title  of  the  property.  The  legal  title  remained  in 
the  copartners,  and  it  was  a  change  in  the  legal  title  only  which 
would  avoid  the  policy  under  the  provision  that  a  change  of  title 
should  make  the  policy  void. 

But  the  condition  avoids  the  policy  not  only  in  case  of  a  change 
of  title  to  the  insured  property,  but  also  in  case  of  a  change  of  pos- 
session, and  the  question  remains  whether  the  ai)pointment  of  the 
plaintiff  as  receiver,  and  his  possession  under  that  appointment, 
constituted  a  change  of  possession  within  the  meaning  of  the  pol- 
icy. This  court,  in  Hoffman  v.  JEtna  Ins,  Co.y  32  N.  Y.  405, 
which  was  au  action  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  upon  the  stock  of 
a  mercantile  and  commission  firm,  which  contained  a  condition, 
that  if  the  property  insured  should  be  **sold  or  conveyed,"  the 
policy  should  be  void;  held,  that  this  provision  was  not  intended 
to  forbid  changes  of  interest  among  the  partners  themselves,  but 
related  exclusively  to  assignments  and  alienations  to  third  persons. 
In  that  case  the*  insurance  was  issued  to  the  firm  of  Hoffman, 
Place  &  Co.,  and  after  the  policy  was  issued  one  of  the  partners 
sold  his  interest  in  the  firm  to  his  copartners,  and  retired  from  the 
business.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  for  a  loss  by  fire, 
which  occurred  subsequent  to  the  sale  by  the  retiring  partner,  and 
the  court,  in  an  elaborate  opinion  by  Porter,  J.,  in  which  all  the 
judges  concurred,  overruled  the  defense  based  upon  the  condition 
against  alienation  and  sustained  the  recovery.  The  court  regarded 
the  condition  against  alienation  as  intended  to  protect  the  company 
against  liability,  in  case  of  a  transfer  of  the  insured  property  t<i 
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Strangers  to  the  coiiti'act.  Tlie  compajiy,  by  issuing  the  policy,  had 
shown  its  willingness  to  insure  all  the  ikmsous  composing  the  firm, 
and  the  suggestion,  that  they  migiit  have  lx»en  unwilling  to  insure 
two  of  them  without  the  other,  wti^  considered  fanciful  and 
unsound.  We  think  the  principle  upon  which  the  case  of  Hoffman 
V.  ^tna  Ins,  Co.  proceeded  furnishes  an  answer  to  the  objection 
in  this  case   based  upon  the  change  of  possession. 

The  plaintiff's  appointment  as  receiver  had  the  effect,  first,  to 
give  him  the  sole  right  as  between  him  and  his  partners  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  firm  property;  and,  second,  to  change  the  technical 
character  of  his  previous  possession  from  that  of  partner  to  a  pos- 
session as  receiver.  But  there  was  no  change  in  the  actual  custody 
of  the  property,  or  in  the  management  of  the  business,  and  his 
possession  as  receiver,  in  truth,  was  for  his  copartners  and  him- 
self. There  was  no  apparent  change  in  the  risk,  by  reason  of  the 
change  in  the  character  of  the  possession.  The  possession  was  not 
given  over  to  a  stranger  to  the  contract,  and  the  interest  of  each 
partner  to  protect  and  i)reserve  the  insured  property  was  as  great 
after  as  before  the  appointment  of  the  receiver.  If  the  firqi,  after 
the  policy  was  issued,  had  amended  the  partnership  articles,  by  pro- 
viding that  Keeney  should  have  the  sole  charge  and  custody  of  the 
partnership  property,  and  that  the  other  partners  should  in 
no  way  interfere  or  intermeddle  therewith,  could  the  defendant 
have  objected  to  this  as  a  change  of  possession  which  avoided  the 
policy.  Such  a  contract  between  partners  might  be  made  (Blak- 
eny  v.  Dunham,  15  Beav.  40);  but  it  clearly  would  not  be  a  breach 
of  the  condition  in  question.  It  is  not  perceived  that  it  makes  any 
material  difference  that  the  plaintiff  has  ac(piired  the  right  to  the 
exclusive  possession  by  the  order  of  the  court  rather  than  by  agree- 
ment with  his  copartners.  Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  defense,  based  upon  an  alleged  change  of  i)osse8sion,  cannot  be 
sustained. 

Objection  to  the  recovery  is  made  also  upon  the  ground  that  the 
proofs  of  loss  did  not  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  policy 
and  that  the  assured  refused  to  produce  their  books  of  account 
and  vouchers  for  examination.  Proofs  of  loss  were  served  on  the  de- 
fendant on  the  loth  of  August,  1871.  They  were  verified  by 
Clark,  one  of  the  firm  of  Keeney  &  Clarke.  Intermediate  the  fire 
and  service  of  the  proofs  of  loss,  an  appraisal  had  been  made  of  the 
property  damaged,  but  not  destroyed,  by  appraisers  appointed  by 
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the  mutual  agreement  of  the  defendant  and  other  companies  having 
risks  on  the  property,  and  Keeney  &  Clarke.  Clarke  signed  the 
agreement  for,  and  acted  iu  behalf  of  the  firm.  The  evidence  tended 
to  show  that  the  defendant  knew  at  this  time  that  the  plaintiff  had 
been  appointed  receiver.  The  defendant  retained  the  proofs  of  loss 
without  objection  until  the  22d  of  September,  1871,  a  period 
of  thirty-eight  days,  and  then  notified  the  firm  in  writing  of  certain 
objections  to  the  proofs,  *^  and  that  after  the  proofs  of  loss  shall 
have  been  furnished  in  due  form,"  the  company  would  require  the 
production  of  their  books  of  account  and  other  vouchers  for  exam- 
ination. Some  of  the  objections  were  frivolous,  some  were  un- 
founded in  fact  and  the  plaintiff  without  furnishing  additional  or 
amended  proofs  soon  after  commenced  this  action.  No  reason  is 
shown  for  the  delay  of  the  company  in  objecting  to  the  proofs  fur- 
nished. 

The  right  of  action  upon  the  policy  does  not  accrue,  according  to 
its  terms,  until  sixty  days  after  due  notice  and  proof  of  loss  has 
been  served  on  the  company.  If  the  company  after  waiting  thirty- 
eight  days  could  then  make  objection  to  the  proofs  and  require 
additional  proofs,  provided  there  was  some  formal  omission  in  the 
proofs  furnished,  the  plaintiff  would  be  compelled  to  wait  for  sixty 
days  from  the  time  the  new  proofs  were  furnished  before  bringing 
his  action.  The  jury  would  have  been  justified  in  finding  that  the 
defendant  accepted  the  proofs  furnished  a«  sufficient,  and  waived 
any  objection,  which  might  have  been  made  to  them,  and  as  the . 
defendant  not  only  did  not  ask  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  any  question 
of  fact  but  declined  to  have  any  question  submitted  to  them,  the 
fact  of  waiver  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff. There  is  no  evidence  that  ELeeney  &  Clarke  refused  to  pro- 
duce the  books  of  the  firm  for  examination.  The  notice  of  the  22d 
September  required  their  production  after  the  proofs  of  loss  called 
for  by  the  same  notice  were  furnished.  There  being  upon  the 
facts  found  no  obligation  upon  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  additional 
proofs,  the  non-production  of  the  books  upon  his  qualified  and  con- 
ditional demand  cannot  be  construed  as  a  refusal  to  produce  them. 

The  defendant  moved  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  also 
at  the  close  of  the  evidence  for  a  nonsuit  on  the  grounds  just  con- 
sidered, and  also  on  the  ground  that  Eeeney  &  Clarke  carried  on 
the  business  of  planing  and  sawing  lumber  in  the  premises  Nos.  637 
And  639  West  Forty-sixth  street^  in  violation  of  the  warranty  con- 
Vol.  XXVII  — 9 
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tained  in  the  policy,  that  the  business  carried  on,  and  to  be  carried 
on,  on  these  premises,  was  the  manufacture  of  bath  tubs.  Assum- 
ing  that  the  description  in  the  policy  is  a  warranty  that  only  the 
business  of  manufacturing  bath  tubs  was,  or  should  be  carried  on 
on  the  premises,  the  objection  fails  for  the  reason  that  the  proof 
does  not  show  that  the  business  of  planing  and  sawing  lumber  was 
carried  on  there.  It  was  carried  on  in  the  building  on  Forty-sev- 
enth street,  and  the  shavings  were  conducted  by  a  tube  to  the  boiler 
room  in  the  Forty-sixth  street  building,  and  there  used  for  fuel 
This  did  not  constitute  a  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  planing 
and  sawing  lumber  on  the  insured  premises. 

These  views  lead  to  a  reversal  of  the  order  of  the  Qeneral  Term. 

All  concur  except  Earl,  J.,  absent. 

Order  reversed  and  judgment  ordered  on  verdict. 


First  National  Bank  v.  Wood. 

(71  N.  Y.  405.) 
Kegotiable  paper  —  right  of  accommodatum  indar$er  to  iubroffotUm. 

,One  who  has  discounted  negotiable  paper  for  the  maker  cannot  be  compelled 
bj  the  accommodation  indoreer  to  resort  to  collaterals  belonging  to  the 

I     maker  in  his  bands  before  resorting  to  him,  although  the  indorser  relied  on 

:  the  collaterals  in  making  such  indorsement;  although  the  holder  knew  of 
his  reliance  and  that  the  indorsement  was  for  accommodation  ;  although  the 
proceeds  were  applied  by  the  holder  to  payment  of  other  paper  of  the 

i  maker;  and  although  other  parties  are  ii^  the  same  situation  with  the 
indorser.  The  remedy  of  the  indorser  is  to  pay  the  paper,  and  demand  and 
enforce  the  security. 

ACTION  against  indorser  of  promissory  notes.     The  facts  suffi- 
ciently appear  in  the  opinion.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment, 
and  defendant  appealed. 

John  Huhhelly  for  appellant.  The  plaintiff  was  confined  to  the 
mortgage  as  the  higher  security.  At.  Bk.  v.  Franklin^  55  N.  T. 
235;  ffiU  v.  Beebey  3  Kern.  563;  1  Bacon's  Abr.  896,  title  Assump- 
sit; Saanders  on  Pldgs.  &  Ev.,  title  Assumpsit;  1  Chitty  on  Pldgs^ 
title  Assumpsit ;  Andrews  v.  Montgomery,  19  Johns.  163;  Hunt  t.^ 
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Amidon,  1  Hill,  149;  Miller  v.  Watson,  5  Cow.  196;  Tylee  v.  Yates^ 
3  Barb.  228 ;  Landis  v.  Urie,  10  S.  &  R.  320 ;  Codman  v.  Jenkins^ 
14  Mass.  93;  4  Wend.  270;  2  R.  S.,  art.  5,  title  2,  part  3,  §  153; 
Eq.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Stevens,  63  N.  Y.  342;  Scofield  v.  Doscher,  10 
Hun,  682;  Code,  §§  167,  274;  Wright  v.  .4w5/m,  56  Barb.  13,  18, 
19;  Soule  v.  Ludlow,  6  T.  &  C.  24;  Mathews  v.  ^t>m,  1  N.  Y, 
595;  Vartie  t.  Underwood,  18  Barb.  561;  5aye5  v.  PTareZ,  4  Johns. 
Ch.  122,  131 ;  N.  J.  Stbt.  Co.  v.  Associates  J.  Co.,  1  Hopk.  460 ; 
King  v.  Baldwin,  17  Johns.  384,  404;  Evertson  r.  Booth,  19  id. 
486-493;  Herriman  v.  Skillman,  33  Barb.  378-384,  tfarw^  T. 
Beardsley,  8  Wend.  199;  Cary  v.  White,  52  N.  Y.  138;  Pitia  v. 
Congdon,  2  id.  352,  354. 

Oeorge  B.  Hiibard,  for  respondent. 

Miller,  J.  The  defendant  was  an  indorser  upon  the  notes  in 
suit,  for  one  Devenport,  who  kept  an  account  with  the  plaintiff, 
and  had  arranged  for  a  line  of  discounts,  which  was  secured  by 
mortgages  upon  real  estate.  The  defendant  set  up  in  his  answer, 
and  offered  to  prove  that  he  indorsed  said  notes  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  the  maker,  without  any  security  or  protection  whatever, 
except  such  as  was  afforded  by  the  mortgages  above  mentioned) 
which  by  their  terms  were  executed  and  delivered  as  security  for 
paper  of  this  character;  that  the  plaintiff  had  full  knowledge  of 
the  character  of  the  indorsement,  and  knew  that  the  defendant 
relied  upon  the  mortgages  as  the  primary  fund  out  of  which  the 
debt  represented  by  the  notes  was  to  be  paid.  That  the  plaintiff 
did  not  actually  lend  or  advance  any  money  to  the  said  Devenport 
on  the  pretended  discounts  of  the  said  notes,  or  any  of  them,  but 
they  were  passed  to  the  credit  of  said  Devenport  as  a  mere  colora- 
ble deposit  of  money,  out  of  and  from  which  other  paper  was  m 
form  paid  and  retired,  and  that  the  liability  and  indebtedness  wa« 
a  mere  extension  and  renewal  of  the  original  indebtedness  secured 
by  said  mortgage. 

We  think  that  the  testimony  offered  established  no  defense  to 
the  action,  and  did  not  entitle  the  defendant  to  the  equitable  relief 
demanded  by  the  answer.  The  defendant  claims  that  the  mort- 
gage was  the  primary  security  for  the  indebtedness,  and  the  notes 
mere  collateral  promises  to  pay  the  same  debt  or  liability  secured 
by  «  lien  on  the  real  estate,  and  no  action  can  be  maintained  on 
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the  notes,  but  the  remedy  must  be  confined  to  the  mortgage  as  tha 
higher  security.  The  authorities  relied  upon  to  sustain  this  posi- 
tion do  not  uphold  the  doctrine  contended  for  in  cases  where  com- 
mercial paper  is  discounted  and  collaterals  taken  to  secure  the 
same.  The  character  of  such  pai>er  is  well  understood,  and  it 
would  be  overthrowing  long-established  rules  seriously  affecting  the 
rights  and  liabilities  of  parties  to  hold  that  resort  must  be  first 
had  to  a  mortgage  or  other  instrument  taken  as  a  collateral  to 
secure  the  same.  In  such  cases  the  money  is  not  loaned  on  the 
mortgage,  but  the  mortgage  is  given  merely  to  make  the  notes  dis- 
counted more  safe  and  secni'e,  and,  according  to  the  intention  of 
the  parties,  is  not  to  be  considered  as  the  principal  debt  Much 
embarrassment  and  perplexing  complications  would  arise  if  holders 
of  such  instruments  who  had  discounted  paper  upon  the  faith  of 
such  security  should  be  compelled  to  resort  to  the  same  primarily 
for  the  collection  of  their  demands.  It  would  in  fact  throw  the 
burden  of  a  litigation  upon  the  party  who  was  intended  to  be  relieved 
from  the  same,  and  tend  to  thwart  the  purpose  in  view.  We  have 
been  referred  to  no  authority  which  upholds  and  sustains  any  such 
principle. 

While  an  accommodation  indorser  may  be  regarded  as  surety 
in  some  cases,  and  under  certain  circumstances,  and  has  all  the 
rights  applicable  to  that  relationship,  yet  as  between  him  and  abona 
fide  holder  where  his  liability  has  become  fixed,  he  becomes  the 
principal  debtor,  and  if  he  desires  the  benefit  of  any  security  held 
by  the  creditor,  he  must  pay  up  the  debt,  fulfill  the  contract  and 
enforce  the  right  of  subrogation  to  the  holder  as  to  the  securities 
held  by  him.  See  Eoss\.  Jozies,  22  Wall.  576,  502;  In  re  Babcock^ 
8  Story,  393,  398,  399. 

The  indorser  cannot  compel  the  holder  to  sue  the  maker  first,  or 
to  enforce  his  security,  and,  in  the  absence  of  an  additional  and 
controlling  equity,  to  resort  to  a  collateral  security.  The  uniform 
current  of  authority  fully  sustains  the  views  expressed,  and  most 
of  the  leading  cases  bearing  upon  the  question  discussed  are  so 
fully  considerded  in  the  opinion  of  the  General  Term,  that  with 
perhaps  some  few  exceptions  further  examination  of  the  cases  is 
not  required. 

As  to  the  Atlantic  Bank  \\  Franklin^  55  N.  Y.  235;  Powers  v. 
Frenchy  1  Hun,  582,  and  some  other  decisions  cited  in  connection 
with  them  to  sustain  the  position  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
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to  the  rights  of  a  bona  fide  holder  without  notice,  by  passing  the 
proceeds  of  the  discount  to  Devenport's  credit,  it  is  perhaps  suffi- 
cient to  say  that  they  are  not  in  point,  and  each  of  them  presents 
entirely  a  different  state  of  facts  from  that  which  arises  in  the  case 
at  bar.  The  notes  in  question  were  used  by  Devenport  in  his  deal- 
ings and  business  with  the  plaintiff,  and  there  is  no  valid  ground 
for  the  assumption  that  the  discount  of  them  was  fictitious,  or  a 
mere  matter  of  form,  or  that  the  business  was  in  any  respect  con- 
ducted differently  from  the  ordinary  and  accustomed  mode  pursued 
in  similar  transactions. 

Several  cases  are  cited  by  the  appellant's  counsel,  which  were  not 
especially  considered  by  the  General  Term,  to  sustain  the  doctrine 
that  a  surety  may  compel  the  creditor  to  sue  for  and  collect  the 
debt  of  the  principal  debtor,  or  to  exhaust  his  collateral  before 
resort  is  had  to  the  surety.  Wright  v.  Austin,  56  Barb.  13 ;  Soule  v. 
Ludloiv,  6  N.  Y.  Sup.  (T.  &  C.)  24;  Mathews  v.  Aikin,  1  Comst  595. 
In  each  of  those  there  was  some  special  equity,  or  some  agreement 
which  took  them  out  of  the  general  rule  hereinbefore  referred  to, 
and  which  does  not  in  any  way  interfere  with  the  same.  Upon 
circumstances  like  those  here  presented,  it  can  scarely  be  claimed 
that  the  surety  would  be  entitled  to  the  enforcement  of  the  rule 
contended  for,  without  an  offer  on  his  part  to  pay  the  expenses 
which  might  necessarily  be  incurred  by  this  course  of  procedure. 

The  remedy  of  the  defendant,  in  accordance  with  the  views 
expressed,  clearly  was  to  pay  up  the  indebtedness  to  the  plaintiff, 
thus  asserting  his  right  to  be  subrogated,  and  to  take  under  his 
control  and  enforce  the  securities  in  question.  The  fact  that  other 
parties  besides  the  defendant  occupied  the  same  position  as  he  did, 
and  were  interested  to  the  same  extent,  or  in  a  similar  manner  in 
enforcing  the  security,  presents  no  valid  objection  to  requiring  that 
the  defendant  should  adopt  such  a  course,  for  he  could  only  avail 
himself  of  such  benefit  as  is  really  conferred  by  the  securities,  and 
that  they  are  an  advantage  to  some  one  else  besides  himself  does 
not  impose  upon  the  plaintiff  the  costs  and  expenses  of  prosecuting 
them  before  bringing  an  action  against  the  indors'er.  The  defend- 
ant in  claiming  the  right  of  subrogation  can  only  take  the  securities 
as  they  actually  are,  with  their  burdens  and  advantages,  and 
beyond  this  he  has  no  rights  and  no  valid  claim  for  protection. 

The  offer  of  the  defendant  to  prove  the  taking  of  excessive  inter- 
est in  the  transactions  between  the  plaintiff  and  Devenport,  and  a 
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greater  rate  than  is  allowed  by  the  laws  of  this  State,  was  properly 
refused.  The  proposition  embraced  transactions  with  which  the 
defendant  was  not  connected,  and  therefore  the  offer  was  too  broad 
and  comprehensive.  Had  it  beeli  confined  to  transactions  between 
the  plaintiff  and  Devenport,  with  which  the  defendant  was  con- 
nected, and  to  the  notes  indorsed  by  him,  a  more  serious  and  diflB- 
cult  question  would  arise,  but  in  the  form  in  which  the  offer  was 
made  the  point  raised  is  not  in  the  case. 

The  alleged  parol  agreement  in  regard  to  the  release,  prior  to 
its  execution,  was  properly  excluded  by  the  court  for  the  reason 
that  it  would  contradict  and  vary  the  terms  of  the  release  as  well 
as  the  notes. 

No  other  question  raised  demands  discussion,  and  the  judgment 
should  be  aflfirmed  with  costs. 

All  concur,  except  Church,  C.  J.,  absent. 

JudgmetU  affirmed. 


Cowing  v.  Altman. 

(71  N.  Y.  43S.) 

CJieck  for  illegal  consideration  —  right*  of  howi  fide  purehoMr, 

Pareuant  to  ao  arrangement  between  an  assignee  and  the  creditors  in  bank* 
ruptcy,  a  check  to  his  order,  and  dated  the  day  it  was  drawn,  was  deposited 
with  a  third  person,  for  delivery  to  the  payee,  on  his  discbarge  as  assignee. 
Fourteen  months  afterward,  on  sucli  discharge,  it  was  delivered  apon  the 
order  of  the  assignee,  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser.  In  an  action  on  the  check 
by  such  holder,  against  the  drawer,  held^  (1)  that  although  invalid  in  the 
hands  of  the  payee,  it  was  valid  in  the  plaintiff's  hands ;  (2)  that  it  had  no 
inception  until  it  was  delivered  to  the  payee,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  put 
upon  inquiry  as  to  its  prior  date. 

ACTION  on  a  check,  dated  March  8,  1871,  drawn  by  defendant 
to  the  order  of  Edwin  A.  Holbrook,  and  indorsed  by  him, 
and  protested  M&y  3,  1872.  The  payee  was  an  assignee  in  bank- 
ruptcy, discharged  at  the  latter  date.  The  other  facts  appear  in 
the  opinion. 

Slierman  S.  Rogers,  for  appellant. 

E.  C.  Spragt^e,  for  respondent.    The  agreement  with  Holbrook 
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was  void.  Hatch  v.  Mann,  15  Wend.  44  ;  Gray  v.  Hook,  4  N.  Y. 
449  ;  Bell  v.  Leggelt,  7  id.  176  ;  Staphs  v.  Gould,  9  id.  520 ;  Orif- 
fUh  V.  Wells,  3  Deu.  226 ;  Barton  v.  P.  /.  P,  R,  Co.,  17  Barb. 
397  ;  Sanderson  v.  Goodrich,  46  id.  616 ;  Nodine  v.  Doherty,  id.  59; 
^rown  V.  Tarkmgton,  3  Wall.  377  ;  2  Chitty  on  Cont.  (11th  Am. 
ed.)  97.  The  check  could  not  be  made  valid  by  the  subsequent 
agreement.  2  Chitty,  971-973;  In  re  Davenport,  3  B.  E.  77;  In 
re  Pegues,  id.  80  ;  In  re  Tully,  id.  82  ;  Curtiss  v.  Leavitt^  15  N.  Y. 
9;  Leavitt  v.  Palmer,  3  id.  19  ;  Gray  v.  iToo*,  4  id.  449.  The  fact 
that  the  check  was  dated  over  fourteen  months  prior  to  its  delivery 
to  the  bank  was  sufficient  to  put  the  bank  on  inquiry.  Cowing  v. 
Altnmn,  1  T.  &  C.  494 ;  Down  v.  Hailing,  4  B.  &  C.  330 ;  Brooks 
V.  Mitchell,  9  M.  &  W.  15 ;  1  Pars,  on  Bills  and  Notes,  271 ;  2  id. 
71,  278,  279;  Her  rick  v.Woolver  ton,  41  N.  Y.  581;  Losee  v.  Durkin, 
7  Johns.  70  ;  Sice  v.  Cunningham,  1  Cow.  397,  407 ;  Morey  v.  Wake- 
field. 41  Vt  24 ;  Little  v.  Phoenix  Bank,  2  Hill,  426 ;  Alexander 
V.  Burchfield,  7  M.  &  G.  1061 ;  Weathere  v.  Smith,  9  Tex.  622 ; 
Vairin  v.  Hobson,  8  La.  55  ;  Brown  v.  Tdber,  5  Wend.  566. 

Andrews,  J.  We  shall  assume  that  the  check  in  suit  was  given 
to  carry  out  an  agreement  made  in  contravention  of  the  forty-fifth 
section  of  the  bankrupt  act,  for  the  payment  to  Holbrook  of  a 
compensation  beyond  the  legal  fees  allowed  by  law  for  services  as 
assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  the  firm  of  Biesen  thai,  Falck  &  Israel, 
and  was  void  in  the  hands  of  the  payee  by  reason  of  the  illegality 
of  the  consideration.  But  the  bankrupt  act  does  not  expressly 
avoid  a  note  or  security  taken  upon  such  a  transaction,  and  the 
check,  notwithstanding  the  illegality  of  the  consideration,  would 
be  valid  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  took  it 
before  it  was  dishonored,  without  notice  of  the  illegality.  Rock- 
well v.  Charles,  2  Hill,  499 ;  Byles  on  Bills,  139. 

The  Marine  Bank  was  a  holder  for  value.  It  received  the  check 
from  Clark  in  payment  of  a  note  of  the  firm  of  Clark  &  Hazard, 
held  by  the  bank,  of  the  same  amount,  and  the  bank  surrendered 
the  note  when  it  received  the  check.  This  was  a  parting  with 
value.  Broton  v.  Leavitt,  31  N.  Y.  113.  It  must  be  assumed,  in 
the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contraiy,  that  the  bank  had  no  notice 
of  the  illegality  of  the  check  when  it  acquired  title.  The  trans- 
feree for  value  of  a  negotiable  instrument,  tainted  by  fraud  or 
illegality  in  its  inception,  to  maintain  his  action,  is  not  bound  to 
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show,  in  addition  to  the  fact  that  he  received  it  for  value  before 
due,  that  he  had  no  notice  of  the  original  infirmity  in  the  paper. 
The  burden  of  showing  notice  is  upon  the  party  who  seeks  to  im- 
peach his  title.  Goodman  v.  Harvei/,  4  Ad.  &  E.  870  ;  Byles  on 
Bills,  118.  But  it  is  claimed  that  the  check  was  dishonored  when 
it  was  passed  to  the  bank  ;  and  if  this  claim  is  well  founded,  then, 
as  Holbrook,  the  payee,  could  not  have  recovered  upon  the  check, 
neither  can  the  bank,  unless  it  can  make  an  independent  title 
under  an  intermediate  holder,  who  purchased  it  for  value  and  with- 
out notice  before  it  was  dishonored.  But  Clark's  title  was  no  bet- 
ter than  that  of  the  bank.  Ho  transferred  the  check  to  the  bank 
on  the  same  day  he  received  it,  and  if  it  was  dishonored  when  the 
bank  took  it,  it  was  also  dishonored  when  it  was  received  by  Clark. 
The  claim  by  the  defendant,  that  the  check  was  dishonored  when 
it  came  to  the  possession  of  the  bank,  rests  upon  the  fact  that  it 
was  dated  March  8,  1871,  about  fourteen  months  before  the  time 
the  bank  received  it.  That  such  a  lapse  of  time  between  the  date 
and  transfer  of  a  check  affords  a  just  presumption  of  dishonor 
cannot,  we  think,  be  doubted.  The  date  of  a  note  or  check  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  time  it  was  made  and  had  its  incei>- 
tion.  Chitty  on  Bills,  148  ;  Byles  on  Bills,  77.  And  a  check  found 
in  the  hands  of  the  payee  or  third  person  fourteen  months  after 
its  date,  in  the  absence  of  explanation,  must  be  deemed  to  be  dis- 
credited. It  would  not  necessarily  be  implied,  from  the  mere  lapse 
of  time,  that  a  check  had  been  dishonored  in  fact ;  that  is,  that  it 
had  been  presented  and  that  payment  had  been  refused,  or  that  it 
was  overdue,  in  a  strict  sense.  Usually  no  time  of  payment  is  ex- 
pressed. It  is  payable  presently,  but  tlio  holder  must  in  general 
demand  payment  of  the  drawee  before  he  can  sue  the  drawer,  and 
the  statute  of  limitations  runs  from  that  time.  Murray  v.  Judah, 
6  Cow.  484.  But  the  retention  of  a  check  by  the  holder  for  a  con- 
siderable time,  without  presentment,  where  no  defense  exists  to  it, 
is  unusual,  and  this  circumstance  is  sufficient  to  put  a  party  taking 
it  upon  inquiry,  and  a  check  dated  as  in  this  case,  several  months 
before  its  transfer,  and  which  might  have  been  presented  at  or  soon 
after  its  date,  will,  in  the  absence  of  explanation,  be  treated  as 
overdue  and  dishonored,  whether  it  has  been  actually  presented  or 
not,  so  as  to  let  in  defenses  existing  between  the  drawer  and  payee. 
Oough  V.  Staats,  13  Wend.  549 ;  Little  v.  Hie  Phenix  Bank,  2  Hill, 
426;  Doton  v.  Hailing,  4  B.  &  C.  330;  Daniels  on  Neg.  Instra- 
ments,  §  1633. 
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But  the  date  of  a  cheek  or  note  is  only  presumptive  evidence  of 
the  time  it  was  issued.  A  check  or  note  has  no  inception  until  de- 
livery, and  for  all  legal  purposes  it  is  to  be  considered  as  made  on 
the  day  it  is  delivered.  Lansing  v.  Gaine,  2  Johns.  300.  And 
when  the  date  and  the  time  of  delivery  are  not  coincident,  the 
time  when  it  in  truth  has  its  inception  may  be  shown  in  answer  to 
the  plea  of  infancy  or  coverture,  or  to  avoid  the  imputation  that  it 
was  dishonored  when  received  by  the  holder.  Pasmore  v.  Northy 
13  East,  517;  Story  on  Notes,  §§  48,  491 ;  Daniels  on  Neg.  Inst. 
65 ;  Boehm  v.  Sterling,  7  T.  R.  423  ;  Drake  v.  Rogers,  32  Me.  544. 
In  Boehm  v.  Sterling  the  defendants  had  delivered  their  check  nine 
months  after  it  bore  date.  Some  time  thereafter  it  was  negotiated 
by  the  holder  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  took  it  for  value,  and  in  good 
faith.  As  between  the  original  parties  there  was  a  defense,  and  it 
was  claimed  that  the  plaintiffs  took  with  notice  of  dishonor,  and 
subject  to  the  equities  between  the  original  parties,  simply  because 
they  had  taken  the  check  so  long  after  it  bore  date.  Lord  Ken- 
Yosr  said  :  ^^All  the  difficulty  is  occasioned  by  the  defendants 
themselves,  who  issued  this  bill  with  the  objection,  of  which  they 
now  seek  to  take  advantage,  appearing  on  the  face  of  it ;  but  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion  on  principles  of  law  as  well  as  justice,  that  it 
was  not  competent  for  them  to  take  this  objection.''  The  defense 
was  overruled,  and  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  was  sustained. 
The  case  here  is  within  the  principle  of  Boehm  v.  Sterling,  and  the 
other  cases  we  have  referred  to.  It  was  admitted  that  the  check 
was  made  on  the  day  it  bears  date,  and  by  an  agreement  between 
Altman  and  the  payee  was  deposited  with  one  Bo  wen  for  safe-keep- 
ing, and  to  be  delivered  to  Holbrook  when  he  was  discharged  from 
his  position  of  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  Biesenthal,  Falck  & 
Israel ;  that  it  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  depositary  until  May 
2,  1872,  on  which  day  Holbrook  was  discharged,  and  on  the  same 
day  Bowen  delivered  it  on  Holbrook's  order  to  Clark,  who  immedi- 
ately transferred  it  to  the  bank,  and  on  the  next  day  it  was  pre- 
sented for  payment,  and  payment  was  refused.  The  delivery  by 
Bowen  wjeis  in  pursuance  of  the  authority  vested  in  him  by  the 
drawer,  which  so  far  as  appears  had  never  been  revoked.  It  is  the 
case,  therefore,  of  a  check  delivered  by  the  drawer  (through  his 
agent),  long  after  its  date  to  the  payee,  and  on  the  same  day  trans- 
ferred to  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  without  notice  of  any  defense. 
The  check  when  it  was  taken  by  the  bank  appeared  to  be  overdue. 
Vol.  XXVII  — 10 
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and  the  bank  took  the  risk  of  the  apparent  fact  being  also  the  real 
fact  If  the  bank  before  taking  the  check,  on  noticing  the  date, 
had  inquired  and  ascertained  that  the  drawer  hsA  delivered  the 
check  on  the  day  the  bank  received  it,  the  apparent  objection  to 
the  check  would  have  been  removed.  This  information  would 
have  shown  that  in  fact  it  was  not  overdue  or  dishonored,  nor 
would  the  bank  have  been  bound  to  go  further.  Take  the  case  of 
a  check  negotiated  on  the  first  day  of  January  of  one  year,  dated 
on  the  first  day  of  January  of  the  preceding  year.  If  the  party 
taking  it  from  the  holder  had  upon  inquiry  been  informed  that  it 
was  delivered  to  him  on  the  day  it  was  negotiated,  and  this  was  the 
fact,  would  he  be  bound  to  go  further,  and  inquire  whether  there 
was  not  some  other  objection  to  the  check  ?  We  think  not.  He 
would  have  relieved  the  paper  of  the  only  suspicious  circumstance 
attending  it.  He  would  take  the  risk  of  the  information  not  being 
true,  and  this  is  all ;  and  although  he  made  no  inquiry,  if  he  took 
the  check  bona  fide  for  value,  without  notice  of  illegality  or  other 
defense,  and  it  turned  out  that  it  was  in  truth  issued  on  the  day  it 
was  negotiated,  he  would  stand  in  no  worse  position  than  if  he  had 
first  inquired  and  been  informed  that  it  was  so  issued.  In  either 
case  he  took  the  risk  only  of  the  fact  being  true,  which  appeared 
to  be  true  on  an  inspection  of  the  paper,  viz. :  that  it  was  overdue 
and  dishonored.  If  it  was  not  true,  and  the  paper  was  not  overdue, 
his  title  would  be  protected,  there  being  the  other  elements  of  a 
bona  fide  holding. 

Upon  the  authorities  and  the  reason  of  the  matter,  we  think  this 
judgment  should  be  reversed.  The  plaintiff  as  the  transferee  of 
the  bank  stands  upon  its  title. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  new  trial  granted. 

All  concur.  Judgment  reversed. 
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m  N.  T.  448.) 

Agreement  to  compensate  attorney — interest  in  non-assignable  cause  of  action. 

A,  having  sustained  personal  injuries  by  the  negligence  of  B,  employed  C  ma 
attorney  to  sue  therefor,  u]>on  the  agreement  tliat  C  was  to  have  a  certain 
proportion  of  any  recovery  for  his  compensation.  C  notified  B  of  the  ar 
rangement.  The  suit  was  brought,  and  C  settled  with  A,  and  obtained  his 
release.    Held,  that  such  release  was  a  bar  to  the  action . 

ACTION  for  personal  injuries  occasioned   by  defendants'  negli- 
gence.   The  opinion  states  the  facts.     The  defendant  had 
judgment  which  was  reversed  at  General  Term, 

A.  P.  Lanntg,  for  appellant. 

John  C.  Strong,  for  respondent 

Earl,  J.  On  the  13th  day  of  January,  1874,  the  plaintiff  was 
injured  while  a  passenger  on  defendant's  railroad,  and  was  removed 
to  his  home  in  Buffalo.  The  next  day  one  of  plaintiff's  at- 
torneys, Mr.  Strong,  called  upon  him  and  told  him  somebody  had 
sent  him  there.  He  was  a  stranger  to  the  plaintiff^  and  plain- 
tiff had  not  sent  for  him.  He  asked  the  plaintiff  if  he  wished  him  to 
take  his  case  against  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  replied  that  he  had 
no  money  to  go  to  law  with  the  defendant  Strong  then  said  if  plaintiff 
and  he  could  agree,  he  would  furnish  the  money  to  goon  with  the  suit 
and  asked  him  if  he  was  satisfied  to  have  him  sue  the  defendant 
and  go  on  with  the  suit,  and  he  said  he  was.  Strong  said  he  would 
collect  all  he  could,  and  for  his  pay  he  wanted  half  of  what  he 
should  collect,  and  the  plaintiff  assented  to  this.  Strong  then  drew 
up  and  the  plaintiff  executed  the  following  instrument: 

**This  may  certify,  that  I  have  retained  Goodyear  &  Strong  to 
sue  for,  recover  and  arrange  a  claim  I  have  against  the  New  York 
Central  &  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company,  and  the  said  Good- 
year &  Strong  are  to  find  all  the  money  necessary  to  carry  on  said 
case,  and  shall  divide  with  me  the  damages  which  may  be  recov- 
ered; and  if  nothing  is  recovered  they  shall  have  nothing  for  their 
services.     Consideration,  one  dollar.'' 
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On  the  next  day,  after  the  execution  of  this  pajHT,  this  suit  was 
commenced  l)y  the  service  of  a  summons.  At  the  time  of  such 
service  notice  was  given  to  the  defendant  that  the  attorneys  were 
interested  in  the  cause  of  action,  for  their  services  to  the  extent 
of  one-half  thereof.  Subsequently  the  plaintiff  called  at  the  oflSce 
of  defendant's  attorneys  and  offered  to  settle  his  claim,  and  after 
some  negotiation,  the  plaintiff  asserting  that  he  had  done  nothing 
to  deprive  himself  of  the  power  to  settle,  it  was  agreed  that  the 
defendant  should  pay  him  in  full  settlement  of  his  claim  against  it 
$1,000,  and  this  sum  was  paid.  Plaintiff's  attorneys  thereafter 
served  the  complaint  in  this  action,  and  defendant's  attorneys 
served  the  answer  setting  up  the  settlement  in  bar  of  the  action. 

The  referee  found  among  other  things  that  the  defendant's  at- 
torneys acted  in  good  faith,  having  no  knowledge  of  the  agreement 
between  plaintiff  and  his  attorneys,  but  that  the  settlement  was  nev- 
ertheless fraudulent  and  collusive  as  against  plaintiff's  attorneys.  He 
decided  that  the  settlement  was  a  bar  to  the  action  and  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  had  no  right  to  prosecute  and  maintain  the  action  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  reaping  the  fruits  of  their  agreement  with  their  client. 
We  believe  this  decision  to  have  been  right.  It  is  certainly  a  general 
rule  that  parties  to  an  action  may  settle  the  same  without  the  in- 
tervention of  the  attorneys.  Generally,  a  plaintiff  who  has  a  cause 
of  action  against  a  defendant  may  release  and  discharge  it  upon  such 
terms  as  are  agreeable  to  him.  This  he  may  do  while  the  action  is 
pending,  and  after  judgment  he  may  cancel  and  discharge  the  judg- 
ment. In  all  this  generally  he  infringes  upon  no  privilege  and 
violates  no  right  of  his  attorney.  But  since  the  time  of  Lord 
Mansfield,  it  has  been  the  practice  of  courts  to  intervene  to  pro- 
tect attorneys  against  settlements  made  to  cheat  them  out  of  their 
costs.  If  an  attorney  has  commenced  an  action,  and  his  client  set- 
tles it  with  the  opposite  party  before  judgment,  collusively,  to  deprive 
him  of  his  costs,  the  court  will  permit  the  attorney  to  go  on  with 
the  suit  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  his  costs.  Swain  v.  Senaiey  5 
Bos.  &  Pul.  99;  Cole  v.  Bemiett,  G  Price,  15;  Morse  v.  Cook,  13  id. 
473;  Talcottw  Bronson,  4  Paige,  501;  Rasquin  v.  The  Knickers 
hooker  Stage  Co.,  12  Abb.  Pr.  324;  Ward  v.  Syme,  9  How.  Pr.  16; 
McDonald  v.  Nnpier,  14  Ga.  89. 

There  are  many  cases  where  this  has  been  allowed  to  be  done.  It 
is  impossible  to  ascertain  precisely  when  this  practice  commenced, 
nor  how  originated,  nor  upon  what  principle  it  was   based.     It  was 
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not  upon  the  principle  of  a  lien,  because  an  attorney  has  no  lien 
upon  the  cause  of  action,  before  judgment  for  his  costs;  nor  was  it 
upon  the  principle  that  his  services  had  produced  the  money  paid 
his  client  upon  the  settlement,  because  that  could  not  be  known, 
and  in  fact  no  money  may  have  been  paid  upon  the  settlement 
So  far  as  I  can  perceive,  it  was  based  upon  no  principle.  It  was  a 
mere  arbitraiy  exercise  of  power  by  the  courts;  not  arbitrary  in  the 
sense  that  it  was  unjust  or  improper,  but  in  the  sense  that  it  was 
not  based  upon  any  right  or  principle  recognized  in  other  cases. 
The  parties  being  in  court,  and  a  suit  commenced  and  pending, 
for  the  pui'pose  of  protecting  attorneys  who  were  their  officers  and 
subject  to  their  control,  the  courts  invented  this  practice  and  as- 
sumed this  extraordinary  power  to  defeat  attempts  to  cheat  the 
aftomeys  out  of  their  costs.  The  attorneys'  fees  were  fixed  and 
definite  sums,  easily  determined  by  taxation,  and  this  power  was 
exercised  to  secure  them  their  fees. 

After  judgment,  the  attorney  who  has  procured  it  has  a  lien 
upon  it  for  his  costs.  This  lien  is  upheld  upon  the  theory  that 
the  services  and  skill  of  the  attorney  have  procured  the  judgment 
There  is,  then,  something  upon  which  a  lien  can  attach,  and  the 
courts  uphold  the  lien  by  an  extension  to  such  cases  of  the  princi- 
ple which  gives  a  mechanic  a  lien  upon  a  valuable  thing  which,  by 
his  skill  and  labor,  he  has  produced.  Cross  on  Liens,  216,  220, 
226;  Ormerod  v.  Tate,  1  East,  464;  Reed  v.  Dupper,  6  T.  R  361; 
MUchell  V.  Oldfield,  4  id.  123;  Turwin  v.  Gibson,  3  Atk.  719;  Ward 
V.  Syme,  supra.  If  notice  be  given  of  this  lien,  then  the  defend- 
ant in  the  judgment  cannot  defeat  it  by  a  clandestine  or  collusive 
payment  to  the  plaintiff. 

Before  our  Code  of  Procedure,  I  believe,  there  was  no  case  where 
the  lien  was  upheld  for  more  than  the  taxable  costs.  But  the  Code 
(section  303)  provides  that  "  all  statutes  establishing  or  regulating 
the  costs  or  fees  of  attorneys,  solicitors  and  counsel  in  civil  actions 
and  all  existing  rules  and  provisions  of  law  restricting  or  con- 
trolling the  right  of  a  party  to  agree  with  an  attorney,  solicitor  or 
counsel  for  his  compensation  are  repealed;  and  hereafter  the  meas- 
ure of  such  compensation  shall  be  left  to  the  agreement,  express  or 
implied,  of  the  parties; "  and  now  it  is  held  that  after  judgment 
an  attorney  may  have  a  lien  thereon  for  any  compensation  which 
his  client  has  agreed  to  pay  him,  and  to  that  extent  it  is  said  he 
may  be  regarded  as  an  equitable  assignee  of  the  judgment  Rooneg 
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T.  Second  Ave,  Railroad  Co.^  18  N.  Y.  368;  McGregor  v.  Comsiock, 
28  id.  237;  Ely  v.  Cooke,  id.  365;  Marshall  v.  Meech,  51  id.  140;  10 
Am.  Rep.  57;^;   Wright  v.  Wright,  70  id.  98. 

A  person  owning  a  judgment  for  the  recovery  of  money  may 
give  his  attorney,  or  any  other  person,  by  agreement,  rights  and 
equitable  interests  therein,  which  the  defendant  therein  charged 
vjrith  notice  must  respect.  So  if  the  cause  of  action  before  judg- 
ment be  in  its  nature  assignable,  the  owner  of  it  may  assign  and, 
by  agreement,  create  legal  and  equitable  interests  therein,  and  such 
agreements  may  now  be  made  with  his  attorneys  as  well  as  with 
other  persons,  and  when  such  interests  have  been  created  and  notice 
given  of  them  they  must  be  respected.  But  what  I  maintain  is, 
that  before  judgment,  in  the  absence  of  any  agreement,  the  attor- 
ney has  not  now  and  never  had  any  lien  upon,  or  interest  in,  the 
cause  of  action;  and  when  the  cause  of  action  is  like  this,  such  as 
by  its  nature  is  not  assignable,  the  party  owning  it  cannot  by  any 
agreement  give  his  attorney  or  other  person  any  interest  therein. 
In  People  v.  Tioga  C.  P.,  19  Wend.  73,  Cowen,  J.,  said:  "  Assign- 
ments of  personal  injuries  must  still  be  regarded  as  mere  covenants 
or  promises  which  we  cannot  directly  protect  against  the  inter- 
ference of  the  immediate  party,  though  the  defendant  have  full 
notice  of  the  efifort  to  assign.  If  the  person  professing  to  assign 
will  do  prejudice  to  the  right  by  extinguishing  or  impairing  it,  the 
party  with  whom  he  deals  must  be  left  to  his  action  for  damages 
according  to  the  nature  of  the  undertaking."  Mere  personal  torts 
of  this  kind  cannot  be  separated  from  the  person  upon  whom  they 
are  inflicted,  and  they  die  with  him. 

Here  there  was  not  even  any  agreement  by  plaintiff  to  assign  any 
portion  of  the  claim  to  his  attorneys.  The  agreement  executed 
did  not  purport  to  give  them  any  present  interest  in  the  cause  of 
the  action.  It  was  simply  an  executory  agreement  that  the  attor- 
neys should  share  in  the  damages  recovered,  the  cause  of  action 
remaining  intact  in  the  plaintiff.  Still  an  agreement  to  divide  the 
recovery  in  such  a  case  would  attach  itself  to  the  judgment  when 
recovered,  and  give  the  attorney  an  equitable  interest  therein. 

It  is,  therefore,  beyond  dispute  that  the  plaintiff's  attorneys  had 
neither  a  legal  nor  equitable  interest  by  way  of  any  assignment  or 
lien  on  the  cause  of  action.  The  defendant  was  not  asking  any 
favor  of  the  court.  It  was  in  court  simply  insisting  upon  its  settle- 
ment with  the  plaintiff  as  a  defense  to  his  cause  of  action.    There- 
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fore,  if  the  attorneys  are  entitled  to  the  protection  they  now  seek, 
it  is  6nly  by  the  exercise  of  the  extraordinary  power  of  the  court 
to  which  I  have  first  above  alluded,  and  I  am  prepared  to  say  that 
such  power  should  not  be  exercised  in  a  case  like  this.  It  has  not 
been  conferred  upon  the  courts  by  statute,  usage  or  common  law. 
Its  exercise  to  secure  to  an  attorney  the  statutory  fees,  small  in 
amount  and  easily  ascertainable,  was  just  and  proper,  and  could 
lead  to  no  abuse.  But  to  exercise  it  so  as  to  enforce  all  contracts 
between  clients  and  attorneys,  however  extraordinary,  is  quite 
another  thing.  Here  the  attorneys  were  contractors.  They  took 
the  job  to  carry  this  suit  through,  and  to  furnish  all  the  labor  and 
money  needed  for  that  purpose,  and  they  are  no  more  entitled  to 
the  protection  which  they  now  seek  than  any  other  person  not  a 
lawyer  would  have  been,  if  he  had  taken  the  same  contract  When 
41  party  has  the  whole  legal  and  equitable  title  to  a  cause  of  action, 
public  policy  and  private  right  are  best  subserved  by  permitting 
him  to  settle  and  discharge  that,  if  he  desires  to,  without  the 
intervention  of  his  attorneys. 

The  conclusion  I  have  thus  reached  is  sanctioned  by  the  case  of 
Pulver  V,  Harris,  62  Barb.  600;  8.  c,  52  N".  Y.  73.  That  was  an 
action  for  assault  and  battery  and  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment, 
which  he  assigned  to  his  attorrtcy  to  secure  his  costs,  and  notice  of 
the  assignment  was  given  to  defendant.  Defendant  appealed,  and 
the  judgment  was  reversed.  The  action  was  then  noticed  for  trial, 
but  before  the  Circuit  the  parties  settled,  and  plaintiff  executed  to 
-defendant  a  release.  Notwithstanding  this,  plaintiff's  attorney 
moved  the  trial  of  the  action  when  it  was  reached  upon  the  calen- 
dar.  Defendant's  counsel  produced  the  release,  but  that  was  dis- 
regarded by  the  court  as  in  fraud  of  the  attorney's  rights,  and  the 
action  was  tried,  and  a  report  made  for  plaintiff  by  default  for 
fifty  dollars  and  costs.  This  report  upon  motion  on  behalf  of 
defendant  was  set  aside,  the  court  holding  that  plaintiff's  attorney 
as  against  the  defendant  had  no  lien,  either  legal  or  equitable, 
which  could  affect  the  settlement.  This  court  held  that  the  cause 
of  action  was  not  assignable,  and  that  after  the  reversal  of  the 
judgment  the  assignment  thereof  became  inoperative,  so  far  as  the 
defendant's  rights  were  concerned;  and  that,  as  to  him,  the  cause 
of  action  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  which  he  could  not  transfer, 
and  which  remained  subject  to  his  control  until  merged  in  a  judg- 
ment, or  at  least  m  a  verdict     It  was  properly  said  in  that  case. 
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that  the  assignment  of  a  judgment  would  also  include  the  cause 
of  action  upon  which  it  was  rendered,  in  case  of  a  subsequent 
reversal  if  the  latter  was  assignable,  and  the  case  was  treated  as  if 
the  attorney  had  had  a  formal  assignment  of  the  cause  of  action. 
Judge  Grover  said:  **  It  may  be  said  that  although  the  plaintiff 
was  the  owner  of  the  cause  of  action,  and  as  such  had  a  right  to 
control  and  settle  the  suit,  yet,  the  defendant,  knowing  that  the 
attoiiiey  relied  upon  the  fruits  of  the  action  as  security  for  the 
services,  ought  to  have  paid  the  money  to  him,  instead  of  the 
plaintiff,  upon  the  settlement  The  answer  to  this  is,  that  the 
attorney,  having  no  legal  or  equitable  lien  upon  the  cause  of  action, 
the  defendant  had  the  right  to  pay  the  money  to  the  plaintiff,  to 
whom  it  belonged,  and  was  not  bound  to  take  care  of  the  interests 
of  the  attorney." 

It  cannot  be  claimed  that  plaintiff's  attorneys  here  were  in  any  bet- 
ter condition  with  the  agreement  which  they  tookfrom  plaintiff  than 
they  would  have  been  if  they  had  had  a  formal  assignment  of  the 
whole  cause  of  action  to  secure  them  for  their  services,  and  yet,  as 
as  is  seen  by  the  case  cited,  such  an  assignment  would  have  given 
them  no  right  to  defeat  the  settlement  which  these  parties  made. 

[Omitting  a  statutory  ground.] 

Upon  both  grounds,  therefore,  the  order  of  the  General  Term 
must  be  reversed,  and  the  judgment  on  the  report  of  the  referee 
affirmed,  with  costs. 

Rapallo  and  Andrews,  JJ.,  concur;  Foloer,  J.,  concurs  on 
first  ground;  Church,  C.  J.,  concurs  in  result;  Allen,  J.,  did 
not  sit;  Miller,  J.,  not  voting. 

Order  reversed  and  judgment  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed^ 


Leonard  v.  City  op  Brooklyn. 

(71  N.  Y.  498.) 

MecJianks*  lien  —  municipal  property, 

(Jnless  expresBlj  authorized  by  statute,  a  mechanics'  Hen  cannot  be  enforced 
against  real  estate  belonging  to  a  municipal  corporation,  and  in  pubUe  uae. 
(See  note,  p.  83.) 
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ACTION  to  enforce  a  mechanics'  lien.     The  opinion  states  the 
facts.    The  defendant  had  judgment  on  demurrer^  and  the 

plaintifF  appealed, 

# 

James  Troy,  for  appellant.  The  common-law  rule  applicable  to 
the  sovereign  power  of  the  State  does  not  apply  to  a  mere  munioi- 
pal  corporation.     14  Alb.  L.  J.  69,  100, 113, 118,  177. 

William  C,  DeWiit,  foi  respondent 

Miller,  J.  This  action  was  brought  to  enforce  a  mechanics' 
lien  for  labor  and  materials  furnished  by  a  sub-contractor  in  the 
erection  of  a  "fire-bell  tower'*  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn.  The 
alleged  lien  arises  under  the  provisions  of  chapter  478  of  the  Laws 
of  1862,  which  relates  to  mechanics'  liens  in  the  counties  of  Kings 
and  Queens.  This  act,  among  other  things,  provides  for  instituting 
and  prosecuting  an  action  after  filing  service  of  notice  of  the  lien, 
the  same  as  other  civil  actions  to  enforce  the  lien,  and  declares 
"  that  such  action  shall  be  governed,  and  the  judgment  thereon 
enforced  in  the  same  manner  as  upon  issues  joined  and  judgments 
rendered  in  all  other  such  civil  actions  aforesaid."  It  thus  places 
the  proceedings  and  the  judgment  upon  the  same  basis  as  in  actions 
to  enforce  any  other  lawful  demand,  and  the  plaintiff  occupies  no 
better  or  different  position  than  any  other  creditor  who  holds  a 
demand  against  a  municipal  corporation,  and  must  be  governed 
by  the  same  rules.  In  Darlington  v.  The  Mayor,  31  N.  Y.  164,  it 
is  laid  down  by  Denio,  J.,  that  property  held  by  a  municipal  cor- 
poration for  public  use,  such  as  public  edifices  or  their  furniture,  or 
ornaments,  or  the  public  parks,  or  grounds,  or  such  as  may  be 
legally  pledged  for  the  payment  of  its  debt,  is  not  subject  to  seiz- 
ure and  sale  on  execution.  The  reason  stated  why  this  cannot  be 
done  is  that  these  structures,  etc.,  are  public  property,  devoted  to 
specific  public  uses,  in  the  same  sense  as  similar  subjects  in  the  use 
of  the  State  government.  It  is  claimed  that  the  remarks  of  the 
learned  judge  must  be  regarded  as  obiter  dicta,  so  far  as  the  ques- 
tion presented  in  this  case  is  concerned.  We  think  that  they  relate 
to  the  subject  then  under  consideration,  the  liability  of  a  munici- 
pal corporation  for  its  debts,  and  are  based  upon  a  sound  principle. 
It  is  very  evident  that  it  would  not  be  consistent  with  a  safe  and 
judicious  administration  of  the  affairs  of  a  city,  as  well  as  an  entire 
Vol.  XXVII  — U 
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disregard  of  the  objects  of  a  nuiiiicipal  goveninieiit,  to  allow  ita 
property,  held  for  public  use,  to  be  subject  to  levy  and  sale  by  oxe- 
cutiou  for  the  debts  of  the  corporation  at  the  instance  of  a  cred* 
itor.«  Such  property  is  held  by  the  corpoi-ate  authorities,  which 
constitute  a  part  of  the  government,  for  the  use,  benefit  and  pro- 
tection of  its  citizens.  It  is  purchased  with  money  realized  by 
taxation  on  the  property  of  the  inhabitants,  and  is  held  in  trust 
for  the  purpose  of  administering  the  government  of  the  city,  and 
if  allowed  to  be  seized  and  appropriated  by  a  private  creditor  in 
satisfaction  of  a  demand  of  such  creditor,  would  fail  to  answer 
the  purposes  for  which  it  was  designed,  and  seriously  interfere  with 
and  impair  the  practical  workings  of  the  municipal  government  in 
the  discharge  of  its  legitimate  functions.  It  would  sanction  neg- 
lect of  official  duty  in  the  officers  of  the  corporation,  and  might 
lead  to  the  most  serious  consequences. 

It  is  easy  to  see  that  great  inconvenience  and  even  injury  might 
result  to  the  public  from  a  forced  sale  of  corporate  property,  as 
well  as  to  the  property  of  individuals  within  the  limits  of  the 
corporation.  No  corresponding  advantage  would  be  gained  by  any 
such  proceeding,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  express  authority  to 
that  effect,  no  reason  exists  why  claims  of  the  character  of  the  one 
in  controversy  should  stand  upon  any  better  or  different  footing 
than  any  other  which  exist  against  a  municipal  corimration,  where 
judgment  can  be  obtained  and  execution  issued  against  sucli  of  the 
property  of  the  corporation  as  is  liable  to  levy  and  sale  under  the 
same.  According  to  the  express  language  of  the  act  cited,  the 
judgment  is  to  be  enforced  the  same  as  in  other  actions,  and  hence 
it  would  be  inconsistent  with  this  condition  to  allow  such  judg- 
ment to  be  collected  by  a  sale  of  a  "fire-bell  tower"  designed  for 
public  use,  and  which  was  erected  upon  land  belonging  to  the  cor- 
poration. 

If  judgments  in  other  actions  cannot  be  enforced  by  the  sale  of 
public  property,  for  the  reason  that  public  exigencies  require  that 
such  property  should  be  exempt  from  seizure  and  sale,  certainly  a 
judgment  obtained  under  the  lien  law,  which  is  the  mere  fore- 
closure of  the  notice  which  had  previously  been  served  and  filed  for 
work  done  for  the  benefit  of  the  city,  should  stand  in  no  better 
position.  The  act  in  question  confers  no  si)ecial  advantage,  nor 
does  it  give  a  preference  to  a  lien  in  any  such  case,  and  nothing  is 
to  be  intended  in  favor  of  an  enactment  which  interferes  with  a 
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well-established  principle,  and  changes  a  rule  which  has  long  been 
.settled.  To  make  such  a  material  alteration,  the  law  should  bo 
plain,  explicit  and  clear,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  holding  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  law-makers  to  confer  upon  a  certain  class 
of  creditors  the  right  to  a  lien  upon  property  held  for  public  use 
by  a  municipal  government  unless  there  is  an  express  provision  to 
that  effect.  The  statute  does  not  include  such  a  case  either  in 
terms  or  by  necessary  implication. 

As  the  plaintiff's  demand  cannot  oe  enforced  as  a  mechanics' 
lien  upon  the  property  held  for  public  use  by  the  corporate  author- 
ities of  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  which  is  claimed  to  be  liable  there- 
for, upon  any  legal  ground,  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

All  concur. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note  bt  tbm  BxpoBTKB.—The  question  in  DarUnaton  t.  Mayor,  81  N.  T.  164,  dtod  asthe 
t>asis  of  the  principal  case,  was  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  compensating  parties  whose 
property  may  he  destroyed  in  consequence  of  mobs  or  riots,  passed  April  18,  ISKS,  and  in 
;x>n8idering  that  question  it  was  incidentally  held  that  Judgments  pursuant  to  the  provis- 
ions of  that  act,  for  riot  damages,  have  the  same  force  against  the  property  of  the  city,  as 
judgments  recovered  for  any  other  cause  of  action.  On  that  point  the  court  say:  **  It  is  plain 
enough  that  it  would  not  be  a  judicious  administration  of  the  aflTairs  of  a  city  to  permit  its 
property  to  be  subjected  to  a  forced  sale  on  execution  ;  and  hence  it  has  become  a  usual 
practice  to  add  to  the  sums  included  in  the  annual  tax  levy  any  amount  for  which  judg- 
ments have  been  recovered  against  the  corporation,  and  to  authorize  the  borrowing  of 
money  if  necessary,  in  order  to  pay  such  judgments.  Instances  of  such  legislation  occur 
in  many  of  the  recent  statutes.  A  municipal  corporation,  equally  with  a  private  corpora- 
tion, may  have  its  property  taken  in  execution,  if  payment  of  a  judgment  is  not  otherwise 
made.  I  am  far  from  supposing,  however,  that  such  estate,  real  or  personal,  as  may  by 
law,  or  by  authorized  acts  of  the  city  government,  be  devoted  to  public  use,  such  as  the 
public  edifices,  or  their  furniture  or  ornaments,  or  the  public  parks  or  grounds,  or  such 
as  may  be  legally  pledged  for  the  payment  of  its  debt,  can  be  seised  to  satisfy  a  judgment. 
Such  clearly  cannot  be  the  case,  for  these  structures  are  public  property,  devoted  to  spe- 
cific public  uses,  in  the  same  sense  as  similar  subjects  in  the  use  of  the  State  government. 
The  argument  that  I  am  examining  supposes  that  the  city  may  possess  other  property, 
held  for  purposes  of  income  or  for  sale,  and  unconnected  with  any  use  for  the  purposes  of 
the  municipal  government.  Such  property,  the  defendants^  counsel  insists,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  argument  I  concede,  is  liable  to  be  levied  on  and  sold  to  satisfy  a  judgment 
rendered  against  the  city  corporation."  **  Let  us  suppose  the  city  to  be  the  owner  of  a 
parcel  of  land  not  adapted  to  any  municipid  use,  but  valuable  for  sale  only  to  private  per- 
Hons  for  building  purposes  or  the  like:  Ko  one,  I  think,  can  doubt  but  what  it  would  be 
competent  for  the  leg^islature  to  direct  it  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  to  be  devoted  to  some 
municipid  or  other  public  purpose  within  the  city,  as  a  court-house,  a  hospital  or  the  like; 
and  yet,  if  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  is  sound,  it  would  be  the  taking  of 
private  property  for  public  use  without  compensation,  and  the  act  would  be  void." 

Since  the  principal  case  arose  tbe  question  has  lost  much  of  its  significance  in  this  State, 
for  a  statute  has  been  enacted,  granting  a  lien  on  moneys  in  the  treasury  for  municipal 
public  work.    Laws  of  1878,  ch.  816. 

The  doctrine  of  the  principal  case  is  substantially  sustained  by  (Thiaaoo  y .  HaAcy^  S5  lU. 
.'•.95  ;  Crafts  v.  KUiotsviUe^  47  Me.  141 ;  Foster  v.  Foujler,  60  Penn.  St.  80 ;  Davenport  v.  Ins, 
f  V».,  17  Iowa,  876  ;  President  v.  IndianafMjUs,  12  Ind.  6« ;  Gut  t.  Tidewater,  84  How.  968 ; 
Stewart  v.  Jones,  40  Mo.  140. 
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In  some  otiier  States  beside  New  York  the  matter  is*  retaliated  by  statute.  Indeed,  H  It 
claimed  by  Mr.  Jenks,  whose  learned  arKument  Ik  fit^^l  at*  the  appellant's  authorttj  In  Che 
principal  case,  that  the  doctrine  1m  otherwise  at  oMiiiiion  law.  He  says  (U  Alb.  L.  Jour. 
179»: 

"  From  Maine  to  California,  and  thence  Uj  <>reK<>n,  irtah  and  Arizona,  exemption  is  made 
l»y  statute  of  public  boUdings,  such  as  court-houses,  jails,  cu-.  See  R.  S.  Maine,  1871,  pp.  lfl>, 
WJ:  ;  Cttl.  Civ.  Code,  %  1241,  p.  235  ;  and  Gen  Laws,  vol.  3.  Sup.  p.  *JVil  ;  Arizona  Compiled 
JLAW8,ch.  37,  p.  ;M0  ;  Oregon  (ien.  Laws,  hA-T>.  In  almost  everj'  State,  exif|>t  this,  previa- 
ionsaremadeby  statute  for  the  exemption  of  a  certain  class  of  property  fmm  levy  and 
sale  on  execution.  In  Missouri,  for  instance,  all  courthouses,  jails,  clerks' office*,  and 
other  public  buildings,  and  the  lots  of  grr>und  on  which  they  stand,  shall  b»*  exempt  from 
attachment  and  execution  when  owneti  by  the  county  in  whicli  tln*y  are  situated,  or  any 
municipal  corporation  therein  ;  also  all  burial  grounds,  spet*!^)^!  in  chapter  11  of  these 
statutes.  Wagoner's  Mo.  Stat.,  vol.  1,  1870,  p.  604,  {  10  ;  i<l.  -^4  .•>,  $$  2»  and  34.  Hence  the 
decision  in  Stewart  v,  J<nu^  40  Mo.  140. 

'*  But  these  identical  two  cases  (SfetMrt  y.JonmnmMine.  v  T'ulc  11  •iN  r,  t/r.)  are  the 
foundation  of  the  doctrine  in  all  the  books,  that  property  of  a  municipjil  corporation  la 
not  subject  to  levy  and  sale  on  execution,  unless  made  so  by  statute  (t-xivpt .  ]H*rhaps,  Ang. 
&  A.  p.  658,  where  they  are  made  a  foot-note)." 

And  also  14  Alb.  L.  Jour.  102: 

"We  challenge  any  proof,  or  authority,  to  the  effect  tliat  sucha  «lm'tniic,  inJeiffudcntly 
of  statutory  enactments,  prevails  \n  any  Stat r,  nf  th-  CiUnn.  While  quite  the opiKwite  has 
been  held  in  several  of  the  States  under  statutory  enactments,  or  otherwise,  the  rule  is  ex- 
clusively Pennsylvanic  ;  and  It  is  more  than  pn>lmbletliat  JirincUt  rh<>ff  v.  Miiifir^  tfr.,  tcd- 
lovfH  Gnev.  Tide  Watn\ctc.,  infra^  in  theory,  wiiich  la>it  «lecisi<»ii  was  lnui  I  up  m  laws  p€»- 
culiar  to  Maryland  and  Pennsylvania,  and  upon  itnisiaitu  of  ♦•oui-ts  of  the  tatter  State 
(before  cited,  p.  34);  a  State  in  which 'the  principles  wlileh  th  •  E.iclisU  Court  of  Chan- 
cery lias  adopted  respecting  charitable  uses  un»ler  the  statute  «»f  ElizaUnh  obtain,  not 
indeed  by  fon-eof  the  statute,  but  a  part  of  its  common  law '  (.V.  &  A.  on  Corp.  150);  and 
where,  nevertheless,  it  is  In  Id  a  church  elitird  is  subject  to  a  nucltaiiU'g  lU  u,  but  not  the 
graveyard  on  which  it  stands,  iKcaxvuc  '  the  InuHiug  was  designed  for  the  worship  of  God 
—  the  gniutui  for  the  burial  of  man  ;  the  one  for  the  edi/icatUtn  of  the  living —  the  other  aa 
a  receptacle  for  the  dead.  The  purposes,  although  combined,  are  entirely  distinct  in  their 
nature  :  and  It  was,  there  Jure,  error  to  include  the  graveyard  as  subject  to  the  lien."  Beam 
r.  First  Mtth.^  etc.,  cited  mpra. 

Mr.  Jenks  says  of  Gtw  v.  Tide  WaUr^  14  Alb.  L.  J.  178,  that  It  was  there  held,  **  that  the 
franchise,  or  right  to  take  toll  on  boats  going  through  the  canal,  would  not  pass  to  the  pur- 
chaser under  that  execution,  a  fieri  facias  issued  to  the  United  States  marshal  for  the  dis- 
trict of  Maryland.  The  coiui;  say  that  **  the  franchise  being  an  incorporeal  hereditament, 
cannot,  upon  the  settled  principles  of  the  common  law,  be  seized  under  a  fieri  facias ;  if  it 
can  be  done  In  any  of  the  States,  it  must  be  done  under  a  statutory  provision  of  the  State. 

*  *  *  That  if  the  sale  had  taken  place,  the  result  would  have  been  to  destroy  utterly 
the  value  of  the  property  owned  by  the  company,  while  the  creditor  himself  would,  moet 
probably,  realize  scarcely  any  thing  from  the  useless  canal  locks  and  lota  adjoining  them. 
The  records  and  proceedings  before  us  show  that  there  were  other  creditors  of  the  corpo- 
ration to  a  large  amount,  some  of  whom  loaned  money  to  carry  on  the  enterprise ;  and  It 
would  be  against  the  principles  of  equity  to  allow  a  single  creditor  to  destroy  a  fund  to 
which  other  creditors  had  a  right  to  look  for  payment,  and  equally  against  the  principlee 
of  equity  to  permit  him  to  destroy  the  value  of  the  property  of  the  stockholders  by  dissev- 
ering from  the  franchise  property  which  was  e8.«»ential  to  its  useful  existence.  In  this  view 
of  the  subject,  and  the  court  do  not  deem  it  proi>er  to  express  any  opinion  as  to  the  rig^t 
of  this  creditor  in  some  other  form  of  judicial  proceeding  to  comi)el  the  sale  of  the  whole 
property  of  the  corporation  including  the  franchise  for  the  payment  of  his  debt.    •    ♦    • 

If  the  appellant  has  a  right  to  enforce  the  sale  of  the  whole  property  including  the  fran- 
chise, his  remedy  is  a  court  of  chancery,  where  the  rights  and  priorities  of  all  the  creditort 
may  be  considered  and  protected,  and  the  property  of  the  corporation  disposed  of  to  the 
beet  advantage  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned.  A  court  of  ('ommon  law,  from  the  natvro 
of  its  jurisdiction  and  modes  of  proceeding,  is  incapable  of  atx^mplishing  this  object.** 
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This  case  not  only  arose  in  Maiyland,  where  the  statutes  of  mortmain  and  disabling  stat- 
utes also  were  received,  and  where  "  real  estate  was  not  liable  to  be  taken  and  sold  on  exe- 
cution, at  the  suit  of  a  citizen,  untii  made  so  by  statute." 

In  Gooch  V.  Grcgorj/,  65N.  C.  143,  144,  Justice  Dick,  delivering  the  opiHion  of  the  court 
upon  the  question,  whether  an  execution  may  issue  on  a  judgment  against  a  county,  says 
(citing  ch.  20,  act  of  1888) :  "  Thus  It  appears  that  a  ctmnty  can  only  acquire  and  hold  prop- 
erty for  necessary  piMic  purposcc^  and  for  the  benefit  of  all  its  citizens;  and  the  plainest 
principlai  of  public  policy  prevent  such  property  from  being  sold  under  execution  for  the 
advantage  of  an  individual.  Bouv.  Inst.  176.  Tliese  rules  of  law  are  not  applicable  to  a 
mtmictpcU  corporation,  created  by  a  charter  which  Is  voluntarily  accepted  by  the  corpora- 
tion for  private  emolument  and  advantage.  Such  corporations  are  sometimes  charged 
with  the  performance  of  public  duties ;  but  so  far  as  the  grant  is  for  private  purposes  and 
advantage,  they  are  regarded  as  priva^  corporations  and  subject  to  like  UaMiitica,"*  Cit- 
ing Bailey  v.  Mayor  of  N.  F.,  8  Hill,  681 ;  Dartmouth  CoUege  ▼.  Wooduxtrd,  4  Wheat 
618. 

But  Mr.  Justice  Walkeb,  in  CUy  of  CMca/yo  v.  Hatiey,  cited  antc^  says,  in  dissenting : 
*'  After  a  careful  examination  and  a  mature  consideration  of  the  reasons  presenting  them- 
selves to  my  mind,  I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the  conclusion  at  which  my  associates  have 
arrived  in  this  case.  Owing  to  the  importance  of  the  question  involved,  I  feel  constrained 
to  present  a  portion  of  the  reasons  which  have  led  me  to  the  conclusion  at  which  I  have 
arrived.  These  bodies  (municipal  corporations),  like  ordinary  corporations,  derive  all 
their  powers  from  the  sovereiynty  of  the  State,  and  are  completely  under  its  controL 
They  are,  it  is  true,  created  alone  for  the  better  government  of  the  local  division  to  which 
their  jurisdiction  is  confined,  and  that  jurisdiction  may  be  curtailed  or  enlaiiged  at  pleasure 
by  the  legislature.  The  object  of  their  organization  is  not  the  advancement  of  individual 
gain,  commercial  enterprise,  or  pecuniary  interest,  either  of  individuals  or  the  body  politic. 
This  seems  to  be  the  distinguishing  feature  between  bodies  of  this  description  and  private 
corporations,  which  are  usually  created  for  some,  if  not  all,  of  those  purposes.  As  muni- 
cipal corporations  are  created  alone  for  public  and  not  for  private  benefit,  it  may  consti- 
tute a  cogent  reason  why  the  legislature  should  exempt  thdr  property  frrrm  saU  on  exe- 
cution, or  that  such  process  should  not  iMSue  against  them,  but  does  not,  as  I  conceive, 
create  the  exemption.  If  such  an  exemption  exists,  I  feel  confident  that  it  is  not  by  the 
common  law.  After  a  careful  search  of  all  the  elementary  lioniks  and  report*  of  adjudged 
cases  which  have  come  within  my  reach,  I  am  unable  to  find  such  a  rule  has  ever  been 
announced.  I  find  at  the  common  law  that  they  were  liable  to  be  sued  and  judgment  ren- 
dered against  them  precisely  as  if  they  were  corporations  created  for  private  purposes. 
When  it  is  remembered  that  the  execution  is  the  fruit  of  the  judgment,  if  such  an  im- 
portant exception  existed,  it  would  certainly  have  been  announced,  either  in  Great  Bri- 
tain or  some  of  the  States  of  the  Union .  To  my  mind,  the  fact  that  the  question  has  never 
arisen,  is  conclusive  that  such  an  exception  does  not  exist  at  common  law.  On  the  argu- 
ment it  was  u*yed  that,  as  the  legislature  has  provided  that  execution  shaU  not  issue  upon 
judgments  recovered  against  counties,  for  the  same  reason  municipal  corporations  were 
designed  to  be  embraced .  To  my  ndnd.  It  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  the  rule  of  inter- 
pretation, that  the  expression  of  one  thing  is  the  exclusion  of  another,  as  a  complete 
answer  to  this  position.  If  cities,  towns,  viUages,  or  other  such  bodies,  iiad  been  designed 
to  be  embraced,  it  seems  to  my  mind  that  veiy  different  and  more  appropriate  Ian* 
guage  would  have  been  employed.*' 
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m  N.  Y.  608.) 

Fire  insurance  —  %Darranty  of  occupation  —  c^mcealvMni* 

The  description  in  a  fire  insurance  policy,  of  a  building  insured,  as  a  "  dwell- 
ing-house/' is  not,  in  the  absence  of  misrepresentation  or  concealment  as  to 
the  fact  of  occupation,  a  warranty  that  the  building  is  occupied  as  a  dwell- 
ing,* and  the  omission  of  the  applicant  to  disclose  the  fact  that  the  building 
is  vacant,  in  the  absence  of  any  inquiry  on  that  point,  is  not  a  breach  of  a 
condition  that  any  omission  to  make  known  every  material  fact  shall  avoid 
the  policy. 

ACTION  on  a  policy  of  fire  insurance,  insuring  a  "dwelling- 
house,"  loss  payable  to  the  plaintiff,  as  mortgagee.  The  pol- 
icy contained  a  provision  that  "  any  omission  to  make  known  every 
fact  matenal  to  the  risk,  either  in  a  written  application  or  other- 
wise," should  render  the  policy  void.  The  premises  were  vacant 
when  insured,  and  so  continued  till  destroyed  by  the  fire.  The  in- 
sured did  not  inform  the  company  of  the  fact  of  such  vacancy^ 
The  plaintiff  had  judgment. 

E,  B,  ConverSy  for  appellant.  The  description  of  the  premises 
as  a  dwelling-house  was  a  warranty  that  it  was  occupied.  Alexan- 
der V.  Ins.  Co.,  66  N.  Y.  464;  O'Nett  v.  Buff.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  3  id. 
122.  The  neglect  of  the  insured  to  disclose  the  fact  that  the  house 
was  vacant  was  a  breach  of  the  condition  that  any  omission  to 
make  known  every  fact  mat-orial  to  the  risk  should  render  it  void. 
Maynin  v.  Dimmore.  62  N.  Y.  35,  40;  Crouch  v.  R.  R.  Co.y  14 
C.  B.  255  ;  Burritt  v.  Ins.  Co.,  5  Hill,  188  ;  People  v.  Ins.  Co.y  2 
T.  &  C.  268  ;  Appleby  v.  Ins.  Co.,  54  N.  Y.  253. 

Thomas  B.  Hewitt,  for  respondent. 

Per  Curiam.  The  defendant  claims  that  the  description  of  the 
house  insured  as  a  dwelling  was  a  warranty  that  it  was  occupied 
as  such.     Unless  there  was  evidence  to  show  misrepresentation  or 

•See  Alexander y.  Oermania Ftre InB.  Co.  (MN.  Y.  464),  28  Am.  Rep.  76»  andnoiem 
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concealment  as  to  the  fact  of  occupation,  there  is  no  ground  for 
such  a  position.  The  defendant  had  ample  opportunity  to  ascer- 
tain how  the  fact  was,  and  having  failed  to  improve  it  by  making 
inquiries  through  its  agent,  or  to  make  provision  in  the  policy  for 
such  a  case,  it  cannot  now  claim  that  the  insurance  was  for  a 
building  which  was  occupied  contrary  to  the  plain  meaning  and 
import  of  the  language  employed. 

The  claim  that  the  neglect  of  the  insured  to  make  known  the 
fact  that  the  building  was  vacant  and  unoccupied  was  a  breach  of 
the  condition  is  also  unfounded.  The  provision  in  the  policy  that 
any  omission  to  make  known  any  fact  material  to  the  risk  should 
render  it  void,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  fraud,  is  not  violated  be- 
cause the  insured  fails  to  disclose  facts  in  regard  to  which  no  in- 
quiry is  made.  The  applicant  has  a  right  to  suppose  that  the  in- 
surer, in  making  inquiries  as  to  particular  facts,  considers  all 
others  to  be  immaterial,  or  that  he  assumes  to  know  or  waives  in- 
formation in  regard  to  them.  Gates  v.  Madison  Co,  MuL  Ins,  Co,, 
6  N.  Y.  475.  If  the  insurer  fails  to  inquire  as  to  occupation,  unless 
there  is  proof  of  concealment,  it  is  not  evidence  of  bad  faith  which 
will  vitiate  the  policy.  Under  such  a  state  of  facts,  when  no  state- 
ment is  made  in  the  policy  as  to  the  occupation  of  the  building,  it 
must  be  assumed  that  the  insurance  was  made  without  regard  to 
occupation. 

[Omitting  minor  points.] 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

All  concur. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


QuiNK  V.  Peoplb. 

(TIN.  Y.  681.) 

(Mminai  law  —  burglary  —  *' dweUing-tumse.** 

An  indictment  charged  the  breaking  and  entering  in  the  night-time  of  a 
"  dwelling-honpe  of  A  and  B,  being  copartners  in  business  under  the  firm 
name  and  style  of  A  &  B."  It  was  shown  on  the  trial  that  A  and  B  were  part- 
ners, and  in  their  business  used  and  occupied  as  stores  the  lower  stories  of 
two  adjacent  buildings,  opening  into  each  other.  A,  with  other  persons, 
lived  in  the  upper  rooms,  and  was  there  at  the  time  uf  the  burglary,  but 
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there  was  no  internal  communication  between  the  storen  and  the  upper 
rooms,  the  latter  being  accessible  only  through  a  fenced  yard  and  a  stair-caae 
leading  thence.  The  breaking  was  into  one  of  the  stores.  Held,  (1)  that  the 
ownership  was  properly  charged  as  being  in  a  partnership  ;  (2)  that  the 
entry  was  into  a  "  dwelling-house  "  within  the  statute  of  burglary,  which 
enacts  that  no  building  shall  be  deemed  a  dwelling-house,  unless  joined  to, 
immediately  connected  with,  and  part  of  a  dwelling-house;  that  phrase- 
ology being  intended  only  to  exclude  isolated,  uninhabited  ont-houses. 


C 


ONVICTION  of  burglary.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 


Max  C,  IIuebneTy  for  plaintiff  in  error.  The  occupation  of  a 
house  by  others  than  the  owner,  his  family,  or  his  domestic  servants, 
does  not  constitute  it  the  owner's  dweliing-house.  Hanns^  Casey 
2  Leach,  701;  Davies  alias  Silks'  Case,  id.  876;  Rex  v.  Martin,  R. 
&  R.  108;  Rex  v.  Flanagan,  id.  187  ;  Lyons'  Case,  id.  255;  Fuller's 
Case,  id.  408.  Tliere  was  not  such  an  invasion  of  the  firm's  right 
of  habitation  as  to  constitute  burglary.  3  R.  S.  947;  Rex  v.  J/ar- 
getts,  2  Leacli,  930  ;  Rex  v.  Witt,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R.  248  ;  Armour  v. 
State,  3  Humph,  379. 

Jolm  Croak,  for  defendants  in  error.  The  building  broken  into 
was  a  dwelling.  Rex  v.  Gibson,  1  Leach,  357;  Robertson's  Case,  4 
City  Hall  R.  03;  Arch.  Cr.  Law,  106. 

FoLGEii,  J.  The  plaintiff  in  error  was  indicted  of  the  crime  of 
burglary  in  the  first  degree,  under  the  section  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes defining  that  crime.  2  R.  S.,  p.  668,  §  10  subd.  1. 
The  crime,  as  tliere  defined,  consists  in  breaking  into,  and  entering 
in  the  night-time,  in  the  manner  there  specified,  the  dwelling-house 
of  another,  in  which  there  is  at  the  time  some  human  being,  with 
the  intent  to  commit  some  crime  therein.  The  evidence  given 
upon  the  trial  showed  clearly  enough  the  breaking  and  entering,  and 
the  criminal  intent.  The  questions  mooted  in  this  court  are, 
whether  it  is  legally  proper,  in  an  indictment  for  burglary  of  a 
dwelling-house,  to  aver  the  ownership  of  the  building  in  a  partner- 
ship, and  whether  the  proof  showed  that  the  room  entered  was  a 
dwelling-house,  within  the  intent  of  the  statute.  As  to  the  first 
question:  The  indictment  averred  the  breaking  and  entering  into 
the  dwelling-house  of  Frederick  Kohnsen  and  John  F.  Lubkin, 
being  copartners   in   business   under  the   firm-name  and  style  of 
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Kohnsen  &  Lubkin.  The  authorities  are  uumerons  enough  and 
clear,  that  the  ownership  of  the  dwelling-house  may  be  laid  in  the 
indictment  to  be  in  the  members  of  a  copartnership,  when  the 
facts  of  the  case  warrant  it.  In  Jiex  v.  Atkea,  E.  &  M.  C.  C.  329, 
the  indictment  averred  the  stealing  in  the  dwelling-house  of  Hail- 
ing and  others.  It  appeared  that  Hailing,  Pierce  &  Stone  carried 
on  business  on  the  premises  in  which  the  offense  was  committed. 
Pierce  lived  in  the  house,  which  was  the  joint  property  of  the 
firm.  The  other  partners  resided  elsewhere.  It  was  held  upon  a 
case  reserved,  that  the  dwelling-house  was  properly  laid  as  that  of 
all  the  partners.  See,  also,  Rex  v.  Stockton  <&  Edwards,  2  Taunt. 
339;  2  Leach,  1015  ;  s.  c,  suh  noin.  Rex  v.  Stock  et  al,  Russ.  &  Ey. 
185;  Rex  v.  Hawkiyis,  Foster's  Cr.  Law,  38;  Rex  v.  JenkinSy  Euss. 
&  Ry.  244;  Saxton's  Case,  2  Harr.  533. 

The  facts  of  the  case  in  hand  are  meagerly  presented  upon  the 
en-or-book,  but  we  gather  from  it,  and  from  the  concessions  made 
upon  the  points  and  on  the  oral  argument,  that  Kohnsen  &  Lub- 
kin, the  persons  named  in  the  indictment,  were  copartners  in  trade; 
and,  as  such,  held  and  occupied  the  buildings,  into  one  room  of 
which  the  burglarious  entry  was  made;  that  the  lower  or  first  stor- 
ies of  the  buildings  were  used  for  the  purposes  of  their  business, 
and  opened  into  each  other;  that  in  the  upper  rooms  one  only  of 
the  partners  and  some  otlier  person^  lived,  and  were  present  on  the 
night  of  the  burglary.  This  state  of  facts  is  in  accord  with  those 
presented  in  the  cases  above  cited.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the 
first  question  presented  must  be  resolved  against  the  plaintiff  in 
error.  The  ownership  of  the  buildings  was  properly  laid  by  the 
indictment  in  Kohnsen  &  Lubkin.  The  ownership  remained  with 
them;  the  actual  possession  of  the  portions  of  the  buildings  used 
for  business  was  in  them,  and  the  possession  of  part  of  the  portion 
of  the  buildings  used  to  live  in  was  in  them,  by  the  actual  posses- 
sion and  occupation  of  that  part  by  Kohnsen.  They  had  not  given 
Buch  an  interest  to  other  persons  in  the  whole  or  in  parts  of  the 
buildings  as  to  constitute  an  ownership  in  such  other  persons.  2 
East's  P.  C.  C.  15,  §  18,  p.  502.  The  cases  are  somewhat  in  conflict 
npon  this  point,  it  is  true,  and  are  not  easily  reconciled  or  distin- 
guished. See  Rex  y.Margetts  et  al,  2  Leach,  930;  but  it  is  plain  that 
here  the  partners,  as  such,  had  the  ultimate  control  and  right  of 
possession  of  the  whole  buildings,  and  the  actual  possession  of  the 
Vol.  XXVII  — 12 
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ahop  entered,  and  of  the  sleeping-room  above  it,  thus  bringing  the 
case  within  several  decisions. 

As  t)  the  second  question:  In  addition  to  the  facts  already 
stattnl,  it  is  needed  only  to  note  that  there  was  an  internal  com- 
munication between  the  two  stores,  in  the  two  lower  stories  of 
the  buildings,  but  none  between  them  and  the  upper  rooms,  in 
which  one  of  the  partners  and  other  persons  lived.  The  room  into 
which  the  plaintiff  in  error  broke  was  used  for  busmess  purposes 
only,  but  it  was  within  the  same  four  outer  walls,  and  under  the 
same  roof  as  the  other  rooms  of  the  buildings.  To  pass  from  the 
rooms  used  for  business  purposes  to  the  rooms  used  for  living  in, 
it  was  necessary  to  go  out  of  doors  into  a  yard  fenced  in,  and  from 
thence  up  stairs.  The  unlawful  entering  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
was  into  one  of  the  lower  rooms  used  for  trade,  and  into  that  only. 
The  point  made  is,  that  as  there  was  no  internal  communication 
from  that  room  to  the  rooms  used  for  dwellings,  and  as  that  room 
was  not  necessary  for  the  dwelling- rooms,  there  was  not  a  breaking 
into  a  dwelhng-liouse.  and  hence  the  act  was  not  burglary  in  the 
first  degree  as  defined  by  the  Revised  Statutes  as  cited  above.  In 
considering  this  point,  I  will  first  say  that  the  definition  of  the 
crime  of  burglary  in  the  first  degree,  given  by  the  Revised  Statutes, 
does  not,  so  far  as  this  question  is  concerned,  materially  differ  from 
the  definition  of  the  crime  of  burglary  as  given  at  common  law,  to 
wit.  '*  a  breaking  and  entering  the  mansion-house  of  another  in  the 
night,  with  intent  to  commit  some  felony  within  the  same."  * 
*  *  2  Russ.  on  Cr.,  p.  1,  §  *785.  It  will,  therefore,  tlu-ow 
light  upon  this  question  to  ascertain  what  buildings  or  rooms  were 
at  common  law  held  to  be  dwelling-houses,  or  a  part  thereof,  so  as 
to  be  the  subject  of  burglary.  For,  so  far  as  the  Revised  Statutes 
as  already  cited  are  concerned,  what  was  a  dwelling-house  or  a  part 
thereof  at  common  law  must  also  be  one  under  those  statutes. 
Now,  at  common  law,  before  the  adoption  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
it  had  been  held  that  it  was  not  needful  that  there  should  be  an 
internal  communication  between  the  room  or  building  in  which 
the  owner  dwelt,  if  the  two  rooms  or  buildings  were  in  the  same 
inclosure,  and  were  built  close  to  and  adjoining  each  other.  Case 
of  Gibson,  Mutton  £  Wiggs,  Leach's  Cr.  Cas.  357  (case  174),  recog- 
nized in  77^fl  People  Y,  Parker,  4  Johns.  423.  In  the  case  from 
Leach,  there  was  a  shop  built  close  to  a  dwelling-house  in  which 
the  prosecutor  resided.     There  was   no   internal   communication 
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between  them.  No  pei-son  slept  in  the  shop.  The  only  door  to  it 
was  in  the  court-yard  before  the  house  and  shop,  which  yard  was 
inclosed  by  a  brick  wall,  including  tliem  within  it,  with  a  gate  in 
the  wall  serving  for  ingress  to  them.  The  breaking  and  entering 
was  into  the  shop.  Objection  was  taken  that  it  could  not  be  con- 
sidered the  dwelling-house  of  tlie  prosecutor,  and  the  case  was 
reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  twelve  judges.  They  were  all 
of  the  opinion  that  the  shop  was  to  be  considered  a  part  of  the 
dwelling-house,  being  within  the  same  building  and  the  same  roof, 
though  there  was  only  one  door  to  the  shop,  that  from  the  outside, 
and  that  the  prisoners  had  been  duly  convicted  of  burglary  in  a 
dwelling-house.  The  case  in  Johnson's  Reports,  supra,  is  also  sig- 
nificant,  from  the  facts  relied  upon  there  to  distinguish  it  from  the 
case  in  Leach,  supra.  Those  facts  were  that  the  shop  entered,  in  which 
no  one  slept,  though  on  the  same  lot  with  the  dwelling-house,  was 
twenty  feet  from  it,  not  inclosed  by  the  same  fence,  nor  connected  by 
a  fence,  and  both  open  to  a  street.  The  court  said  that  they  were  not 
within  the  same  curtilage,  as  there  was  no  fence  or  yard  inclosiug  both 
so  as  to  bring  them  within  one  inclosure,  therefore,  the  case  was 
within  that  of  The  King  v.  Garlatid,  1  Leach's  Cr.  Cas.  130  (or  171), 
case  77.  It  has  been  urged  in  the  consideration  of  the  case  in  hand, 
that  though  the  common  law  did  go  further  than  the  cases  above 
cited,  and  did  deem  all  out-houses,  when  they  were  within  the 
same  inclosure  as  the  dwelling-house,  a  part  of  it,  yet  that  they 
must,  to  be  so  held,  be  buildings  or  rooms  the  use  of  which  sub- 
served a  domestic  purpose,  and  were  thus  essential  or  convenient  for 
the  enjoyment  of  the  dwelling-house  as  such.  Gibson^ s  Case,  supra, 
would  alone  disjK>se  of  that.  The  building  there  entered  was  not 
only  of  itself  a  shop  for  trade,  but  it  was  in  the  use  and  occupation 
of  a  person  other  than  the  owner  of  the  dwelling-house.  The 
books  have  many  cases  to  the  same  end ;  Rex  v.  Gibbons  t£  Kew, 
Buss.  &  By.  442,  the  case  of  a  shop:  Robertson^s  Case,  4  City  Hall 
Bee.  63,  also  a  shop  with  no  internal  communication  with  the 
dwelling-house;  Rex  v.  Stock  et  al.,  Russ.  &  Ry.  185,  a  counting-room 
of  bankers;  Ex  parte  Vincent,  26  Ala.  345,  one  room  in  a  house 
used  as  a  wareroom  for  goods;  Rex  v.  Witt,  1  M.  C.  C.  248,  an 
office  for  business,  below  lodging-rooms.  Indeed,  the  essence  of 
the  crime  of  burglary  at  common  law  is  the  midnight  terror 
excited,  and  the  liability  created  by  it  of  danger  to  human  life, 
growing  out  of  the  attempt  to  defend  property  from  depredation* 


Digitized  by 


Google 


92  NKW  YORK, 


Quinn  v.  People. 


It  is  plain  that  both  of  these  may  arise,  when  the  place  entered  is 
in  close  contiguity  with  the  place  of  the  owner's  repose,  though  tho 
former  has  no  relation  to  the  latter  by  reason  of  domestic  use  or 
adaptation.  Besides,  the  cases  have  disregai'ded  the  fact  of  domes- 
tic use,  necessity  or  convenience,  and  have  found  the  criterion  in 
the  physical  or  legal  severance  of  the  two  departments  or  buildings; 
Rex  V.  Jenkins,  Russ.  &  Ry.  244;  Rex  v.  Westicood,  id.  495;  where 
the  separation  of  the  buildings  was  by  a  narrow  way,  both  of  them 
being  used  for  the  same  family  domestic  purposes.  It  is  not  to  be 
denied  that  there  are  some  cases  which  do  put  just  the  difference 
above  noted,  as  now  urged  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  State  v.  Lang- 
ford,  1  Dev.  253;  State  v.  Jenkins,  5  Jones,  430;  State  v.  Bryant 
Oinnsy  1  Nott  &  McCord,  583.  Though  in  the  case  last  cited,  it  is 
conceded  that  if  a  store  is  entered,  which  is  a  part  of  a  dwelling- 
house,  by  being  under  the  same  roof  the  crime  is  committed;  and 
it  must  be  so,  if  it  is  the  circumstance  of  midnight  terror  in  break- 
ing open  a  dwelling-house,  which  is  a  chief  ingredient  of  the  crime 
of  burglary;  and  it  is  for  that  reason  that  barns  and  other  out- 
houses, if  in  proximity  to  the  mansion-house,  are  deemed  quasi 
dwelling-houses,  and  entitled  to  the  same  protection.  State  v. 
Brooks,  4  Conn.  446-449.  Coke  3  Inst.  64,  is  cited  to  show  that 
only  those  buildings  or  places,  which  in  their  nature  and  recog- 
nized use  are  intended  for  the  domestic  comfort  and  convenienco 
of  the  owner,  may  be  the  subject  of  burglary  at  common  law;  but 
in  the  same  book  and  at  the  same  page  the  author  also  says:  "  But 
a  shop  wherein  any  person  doth  converse  "  —  i.  e,,  be  employed  or 
engaged  with;  Richardson's  Die,  in  voce;  "  being  a  parcell  of  a 
mansion-house,  or  not  parcell,  is  taken  for  a  mansion-house." 
So  Hale  is  cited,  1  P.  C.  558;  and  it  is  there  said  that,  '*  to 
this  day  it  is  holden  no  burglary  to  break  open  such  a  shopP  But 
what  does  he  mean  by  that  phrase?  That  appears  from  the 
authority  which  he  cites  (Hutton's  Reps.  33);  where  it  was  held  no 
burglary  to  break  and  enter  a  shop,  held  by  one  as  a  tenant  in  the 
house  of  another,  in  which  the  tenant  worked  by  day,  but  neither 
he  nor  the  owner  slept  by  night.  And  the  reason  given  is  the  one 
above  noticed  and  often  recognized  by  the  cases,  that  by  the  leas- 
ing there  was  a  severance  m  law  of  the  shop  from  the  dwelling- 
house.  But  Hale  also,  1  P.  C.  557,  cites  as  law  the  passage 
from  The  Institutes  above  quoted.  Other  citations  from  text- 
books are  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  error;  they  will  be  found  to  the 
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same  effect^  and  subject  to  the  same  distiDction  as  thgse  from 
Coke  &  Hale.  And  see  Rex  v.  Oibboiis  et  al,  supra  j  Rex  v.  Rich- 
ard Carroll,  1  Leach's  Cr.  Cas.  237,  case  118.  That  there  must  be 
a  dwelling-house,  to  which  the  shop,  room,  oi*  other  place  entered 
belongs  as  a  part,  admits  of  no  doubt.  To  this  effect,  and  no  more, 
ai*e  the  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  of  Rex  v.  Harris,  2 
Tx?ach,  701;  Rex  v.  Davtes  alias  Silk,  id.  876,  and  the  like.  There 
were  cases  which  went  further  than  any  thing  I  have  asserted. 
They  did  not  exact  that  the  building  entered  should  be  close  to  or 
adjoining  the  dwelling-house,  but  held  the  crime  committed,  if  the 
building  entered  was  within  the  same  fence  or  inclosure  as  the 
building  slept  in.  And  the  dwelling-house  in  which  burglary  might 
be  committed  was  held  formerly  to  include  out-houses — such  as  ware- 
houses, bams,  stables,  cow-houses,  dairy-houses  —  though  not  under 
the  same  roof  or  adjoining  contiguous  to  the  house,  provided  they 
were  parcel  thereof.  1  Buss,  on  Cr.  ♦799,  and  authorities  cited. 
Any  out-house  within  the  curtilage,  or  same  common  fence  with 
the  dwelling-house  itself,  was  considered  to  be  parcel  of  it,  on 
the  ground  that  the  capital  house  protected  and  privileged  all  its 
branches  and  appurtenants,  if  within  the  curtilage  or  home-stall. 
."^iate  V.  Twitty,  1  Hayw.  (N.  C.)  102;  Stale  v.  Wilson,  id.  242. 
See,  also.  Slate  v.  Ginns,  1  Nott  &  McCord,  585,  supra,  where 
this  is  conceded  to  be  the  common  law.  See  note  a  to  Garland's 
Case,  supra. 

It  seems  clear,  that  at  common  law  the  shop  which  the  plaintiff 
in  error  broke  into  would  have  been  held  a  part  of  a  dwelling- 
house. 

The  rules  of  the  common  law  as  to  this  crime  have  been  affected 
by  statutory  provision  in  this  State.  At  common  law  there  were 
no  degrees  of  burglary.  The  breaking  into  a  dwelling-house  in 
the  night,  with  felonious  intent,  made  the  crime,  and  any  build- 
ing within  the  curtilage  was  deemed  a  dwelling-house.  But  the 
revisers  thought  that  the  offense  partook  of  different  degrees  of 
criminality,  and  sought  to  class  them  according  to  their  atrocity. 
They  saw  that  when  the  breaking  was  into  a  building  in  which 
gome  one  was  at  the  time  sleeping,  there  was,  by  the  act,  a  liability 
to  create  alarm,  to  provoke  resistance  and  an  affray,  and  to  endan- 
ger human  life;  Reg.  v.  Higgs,  2  Oarr.  &  Eirwan,  322 ;  and  that 
there  was  greater  recklessness  and  depravity  in  the  offender.  5 
Edmondfl'Stat.,  p.  544.    So  they  made  that  act  burglary  in  the 
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first  degree,  and  affixed  to  it  the  severest  statutory  penalty,  of  not 
less  than  ten  years' imprisonment  in  the  State  prison.  2  R.  S.,  pp. 
668,  669.  And  mindful  of  the  extent  to  which  the  courts  had 
gone,  as  is  herein  above  shown,  in  holding  an  outer  building  a 
dwelling-house,  they  defined  that  word  for  the  purposes  of  the 
burglary  act  as  follows:  "Section  16.  No  building  shall  be  deemed 
a  dwelling-house,  or  any  part  of  a  dwelling-house,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  foregoing  provisions,  unless  the  same  be  joined 
to,  immediately  connected  with,  and  part  of  a  dwelling-house."  2 
R.  S.,  p.  669,  §  16.  From  this  it  is  contended  that  a  shop  or  store, 
like  that  entered  in  this  ease,  having  no  internal  communication 
with  the  parts  of  a  building  used  for  the  purpose  of  a  dwelling- 
house,  is  not  within  the  burglary  act  a  dwelling-house,  or  a  part  of 
one.  But  it  is  plain,  that  in  reporting  this  sixteenth  section,  the 
idea  in  the  minds  of  the  revisers  was  to  exclude  from  the  grade  of 
burglary  in  the  first  degree,  and  from  its  severity  of  punishment,  a 
felonious  breaking  into  any  building  so  removed  or  detached  from 
a  dwelling-house  in  which  was  some  person,  as  that  there  would  be 
no  likelihood  of  endangering  human  life  by  the  act ;  yet  to  keep 
within  that  grade  any  building  so  joined  to,  immediately  connected 
with  and  a  part  of  a  dwelling-house,  as  that  by  the  felonious  act 
that  likelihood  would  arise  ;  and  this  must  be  kept  in  mind  in  con- 
struing that  sixteenth  section.  There  is  another  thing  to  be  noticed. 
The  word  they  used  in  the  sixteenth  section  is  "  building. ^^  "No 
building  shall  be  deemed  a  dwelling-house,  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦ 
unless,"  etc.  Evidently  they  meant  a  structure  which  of  itself 
was  a  building,  so  as  to  stand  and  subsist,  separate  and  in- 
dependent from  the  other  structure,  which  is  the  dwelling- 
house  of  the  owner.  They  meant  to  exclude  inhabited  out- 
houses, isolated  from  the  inhabited  dwelling-house  and  form- 
ing no  part  thereof,  and  having  no  junction  or  connection 
therewith.  They  have  given  us  a  key  to  the  meaning  of  the  word 
"building"  as  thus  used  by  them.  In  their  note  upon  this  sixteenth 
section,  5  Edmonds'  Stat.  545,  they  refer  to  the  Arson  Act  for  a 
provision  to  the  same  purport  2  B.  8.,  p.  661,  §  10.  This  is  their 
language  :  '*  The  same  description  is  in  arson  of  the  first  degree," 
section  11,  title  1.  Turning  to  that  section  eleven,  whicb,  as 
enacted,  became  section  ten,  just  above  cited,  we  find  it  thus : 
"  But  no  barn,  shed,  or  other  out-house  shall  be  deemed  a  dwelling- 
house,  or  part  of  a  dwelling-house,  within  the  meaning  of  the  last 
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section,  unless  the  same  be  joined  to,  immediately  connected  with, 
and  part  of  a  dwelling-house."  It  is  plain  that  the  word  "build- 
ing" in  the  sixteenth  section  (in  the  Burglary  Act)  means  any  barn, 
ghed,  or  other  out-house,  and  it  is  proper,  in  construing  that  sec- 
tion, to  substitute  those  words  for  that  word  ;  when  that  is  done, 
it  is  also  plain  that  the  sixteenth  section  has  no  application  to  a 
room  in  a  building  used  as  a  dwelling,  within  the  same  outer  walls, 
beneath  the  same  roof.  The  Arson  Act  has  such  a  likeness  to  the 
Burglary  Act  that  a  decision  upon  a  like  point  under  the  former 
act  will  be  applicable  to  the  case  in  hand.  In  The  Peopley.  Orcutt, 
1  Park.  252,  the  Oneida  Oyer  and  Terminer  charged  the  jury, 
**  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  whole  building  should  be  oo- 
cnpied  usually  by  persons  lodging  therein  at  night ;  if  a  part  of  it 
was  occupied  as  a  sleeping-room  it  was  sufficient."  In  that  case 
the  building  set  fire  to  and  the  one  used  to  sleep  in  had  lofts  open- 
ing into  each  other,  but  that  fact  is  not  dwelt  upon  by  the  court. 
And  consonant  with  that  is  Eex  v.  Winter,  Russ.  &  Ry.  296, 
which  was  the  burning  of  a  school-house,  under  the  same  roof  as 
the  dwelling-house,  but  practically  separated  therefrom  by  a  nar- 
row way.  It  was  held  that  it  was  both  an  out-house  and  a  part  of 
the  dwelling-house,  there  being  two  counts  in  tlie  indictment 
which  respectively  so  alleged.  It  is  manifest  that  the  revisers  and 
the  legislature  meant  to  exclude  from  the  gmdc  of  burglary  in  the 
first  degree,  and  from  the  severity  of  the  punishment  therefor,  an 
entry  into  a  structure,  within  the  same  inclosure  as  the  dwelling- 
house,  but  not  so  connected  with  it  as  that  an  entrance  into  the 
former  by  force  would  be  likely  to  rouse  one  sleeping  in  the  latter. 
They  did  not  mean  a  room,  or  part  of  the  same  structure  with 
the  dwelling-house,  within  the  same  four  outer  walls,  and  be- 
neath the  same  roof,  though  there  was  no  internal  communication 
between  the  room  entered  and  the  room  of  the  sleeper.  It  is  plain 
that  a  violent  entry  into  such  a  room  would  be  likely  to  rouse  the 
occupant  of  the  sleeping-room,  and  draw  him  forth  to  an  encoun- 
ter, and  liability  to  death  or  injury,  in  defense  of  his  goods.  I  do 
not  find  any  adjudication  in  this  State  upon  this  sixteenth  section. 
In  England  there  are  cases  upon  analogous  statutes.  There  the 
severity  of  the  common  law  has  also  caused  enactments,  7  and  8 
Geo.  4,  ch.  29,  §  13  ;  24  and  25  Vict,  ch.  96,  §  63,  which  declare, 
in  substance,  that  the  building  entered  must  be  a  part  of  the 
dwelling-house,  and  that  it  is  not  to  be  so  deemed  unless  there 
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shall  be  a  communication  between  such  building  and  the  dwelling 
house,  either  immediate,  or  by  means  of  a  covered  and  inclosed 
passage  leading  from  one  to  the  other.  It  will  be  observed  that 
these  statutes  are  much  more  particular  in  requiring  a  communi- 
cation than  is  section  sixteen  of  the  Revised  Statutes  above  quoted. 
Rex  v.  Burrowes  (1830),  1  Mood.  (C.  C.)  274,  is  one  adjudication 
construing  this  provision,  where  the  prisoner  on  an  indictment  for 
burglariously  entering  a  dwelling,  was  proved  to  have  entered  a 
wash-house  which  had  no  internal  communication  with  any  part 
of  the  dwelling-house,  as  the  door  of  the  wash-house  opened  into 
a  back  yard.  But  it  was  under  the  same  roof.  It  was  held  by  seven 
judges  against  five  that  the  wash-house  was  a  part  of  the  dwelling- 
house.  In  Somerville's  Case  (1834),  2  Lew.  113  ;  Rex  v.  ffiggs, 
supra  (18^6);  Rex  y.  Turner  {183^),  6  Carr.  &  C.  407;  Rex  r. 
Westwood  (1822),  Russ.  &  Ry.  495 ;  Eggington's  Casey  2  East's  P. 
C.  494,  it  was  held  that  the  building  entered  was  not  a  dwelling- 
house,  or  a  part  of  one  ;  but  in  each  of  these  cases  it  is  mentioned 
as  one  of  the  facts,  which  led  to  that  conclusion,  that  the  building 
or  room  entered  was  not  under  the  same  roof  with  the  building  or 
room  occupied  for  sleeping  in.  I  find  no  decision,  that  where  the 
room  or  building  entered  was  under  the  same  roof,  and  within  the 
same  four  walls,  it  was  not  held  to  bo  a  part  of  the  dwelling-house 
within  the  statutory  or  common-law  definition  of  burglary. 

From  this  discussion  it  appears  that  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  in  breaking  into  the  store  in  the  nightrtime  with  felonious 
intent,  a  part  as  it  was  of  a  whole  building  in  other  parts  of  which 
there  were  persons  dwelling  and  sleeping  at  the  time,  though  there 
was  no  internal  communication  between  the  store  and  their  rooms, 
was  an  act  of  recklessness  and  depravity,  likely  to  cause  jalarm  and 
to  lead  to  personal  violence  and  so  endanger  human  life.  It  also 
appears  that  the  revisers  and  the  legislature,  in  the  defining  and 
restrictive  section  quoted  (§  16  of  the  Burglary  Act),  did  not  mean 
to  say  that  one  room  in  a  whole  building,  within  the  same  outer 
walls  and  under  the  same  roof  as  the  whole  building,  must  be  also 
connected  with  the  rest  of  the  building  by  an  internal,  inclosed  or 
covered  communication,  to  make  it  a  part  of  that  building,  and  to 
make  it  a  part  of  a  dwelling-house  within  the  definition  of  bur- 
glary in  the  first  degree  given  by  them,  if  any  part  of  the  bnilding 
was  occupied  for  the  purposes  of  a  dwelling-house. 

I  am  brought  to  the  conclusion  that  upon  the  facts  PTOTen«  ihs 
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plaintiff  in  error  was  properly  indicted  and  convicted  of  the  statu- 
tory crime  of  burglary  in  the  first  degree. 

The  judgment  brought  up  for  review  should  be  affirmed. 

It  may  ward  off  misapprehension,  if  it  is  said  that  if  different 
stores  in  a  large  building,  some  parts  of  which  ai-e  used  for  sleeping 
apartments,  are  rented  to  different  persons  for  purposes  of  trade  or 
commerce,  or  mechanical  pursuit,  or  manufacturing,  another  rule 
comes  in.  For  illustration,  let  there  be  mentioned  the  Astor  House 
in  New  York  city.  The  rule  is,  that  a  part  of  a  dwelling-house 
may  be  so  severed  from  the  rest  of  it,  by  being  let  to  a  tenant,  as 
to  be  no  longer  a  place  in  which  burglary  in  the  first  degree  can  be 
committed,  if  there  be  no  internal  communication,  and  the  tenant 
does  not  sleep  in  it.  Then  it  is  not  parcel  of  the  dwelling-bouse  of 
the  owner,  for  he  has  no  occupation  or  possession  of  it ;  nor  is  it 
a  dwelling-house  of  the  tenant,  for  he  does  not  lodge  there.  1 
Hale's  P.  C.  557, 558 ;  KeL  83,  84 ;  4  Black.  Com.  225,  226 ;  East's 
P.  0.  0. 15,  §  20,  p.  507. 

Allen,  Miller  and  Earl,  JJ.,  concur ;  Rapallo  and  Andrews, 
JJ.,  dissent;  Ohuroh,  0.  J.,  not  voting. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

VoL^XXVn— 18 
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OomtUrUional  law — interstate  cofftmeree, 

k  ttatate  prohibiting  the  transportation  from  one  State  to  another  ot  pralrl*. 
chickens,  which  liave  been  lawfully  killed,  is  void  as  in  contrmyentloo  fli 
the  provision  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  granting  to  Congress  the  power  tc 
regulate  commerce  among  the  several  States.* 

CRIMINAL  information.    The  opinion  states  the  facts.    The 
defendant  was  convicted  and  sentenced^  and  appealed. 

'    A.  A.  Harris  and  W^  H.  Spencer,  for  appellant 

D.  M.  McKenney,  connty  attorney,  for  the  State. 

Valehtinb,  J.  This  was  a  criminal  prosecution  for  an  alleged 
iriolation  of  section  6  of  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  State  of 
Kansas  of  ISTO,  entitled,  *^  An  act  for  the  protection  of  birds.'* 
(Laws  of  1876,  pp.  183, 184.)  It  seems  that  the  defendant^  as  the 
agent  of  the  Adams  Express  Company,  on  the  8th  of  Noyember, 
1876,  shipped  by  said  express  company  from  Columbus,  Cherokee 
oounty,  Kansas,  to  Chicago,  Illinois,  four  prairie  ohiokens,  which 

«  See  P/teIp0V.  Roeey  (60 N.  T.]Q),19Am.  Bep.  Ua 
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prairie  chickens  had  previously  and  recently  been  killed  as  game. 
Said  prairie  chickens  were  not  caught  or  killed  in  violation  of  any 
law,  bat  were  caught  and  killed  at  a  time  and  in  a  manner  allowed 
by  law.  The  provision  of  said  act  which  it  is  claimed  that  the 
defendant  violated  read  as  follows  : 

"Section  6.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person,  railroad  corpo- 
ration or  express  company,  or  any  common  carrier,  knowingly  to 
transport  or  to  ship,  or  to  receive  for  the  purpose  of  transporting 
or  shipping,  any  of  the  animals,  wild  fowls,  or  birds  mentioned  in 
this  act,  in  or  out  of  the  Slate  of  Kansas  ;  ♦  ♦  ♦  and  any  agent 
of  any  such  person,  corporation,  or  company,  who  shall  knowingly 
violate  the  provisions  of  this  section  by  receiving  or  shipping  any 
such  game  as  the  agent  of  such  person,  corporation,  or  company, 
shall,  on  conviction  thereof,  be  fined  in  a  sum  not  less  than  ten 
nor  more  than  fifty  dollars  ;  ♦  ♦  ♦  provided,  that  such  penalty 
shall  not  apply  to  the  transportation  of  such  birds  and  animals  in 
transit  through  this  State  from  other  States  and  Territories." 

The  defendant  claims  that  said  act  is  unconstitutional  and  void 
so  far  as  it  has  any  application  to  this  case  ;  frst,  because  it  is  in 
violation  of  that  clause  of  section  16  of  article  "Z  of  the  Constitution 
of  Kansas,  which  declares  that  *'  no  bill  shall  contain  more  than 
one  subject,  which  shall  be  clearly  expressed  in  its  title ; "  second, 
because  it  is  in  violation  of  that  provision  of  section  8  of  article  1 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  declares  that  "the 
Congress  shall  have  power  *  *  ♦  to  regulate  commerce  *  ♦  ♦ 
among  the  several  States." 

I.  Of  course,  said  act  of  the  legislature  is  unconstitutional  and 
void  so  far  as  it  relates  to  any  animal  except  ''birds  ;"  and  how 
the  inhibition  against  the  transportation  of  living  birds  would  pro- 
mote *'  the  protection  of  birds,"  is  not  altogether  clear.  The  birds 
transported  in  this  case  were  however  dead ;  and  it  is  supposed  by 
the  prosecution  that  the  prevention  of  the  shipping  or  transporta- 
tion of  dead  birds  would  in  some  manner  ''protect  birds,"  and 
therefore  that  the  act,  so  far  as  it  prohibits  the  shipping  of  dead 
birds  (although  the  birds  are  lawfully  taken  and  killed),  is  con- 
stitutional and  valid.  We  shall  not  decide  this  question,  however, 
but  shall  pass  to  the  next  question. 

XL  Section  8  of  article  1  of  the  Federal  Constitution  provides 
among  other  things  that,  '•  the  Congress  shall  have  power  ♦  ♦  ♦ 
to  regulate  commerce   vrith   foreign   nations,  among  the  several 
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States,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes."  Ever  since  the  adoptioL  ol 
this  provision,  the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  seem  to  have  been  groping  their  way  cautiously,  but  darkly, 
in  endeavoring  to  ascertain  its  exact  meaning,  and  the  full  scope  of 
its  operation.  They  have  many  times  construed  it,  but  as  yet 
have  hardly  fixed  its  boundaries,  or  its  limitations.  They  have  no 
doubt  generally  construed  it  correctly,  but  some  of  their  decisions 
with  reference  thereto  seem  to  be  conflicting  and  contradictory,  and 
scarcely  one  of  such  decisions  has  been  made  without  a  dissenting 
opinion  from  one  or  more  of  the  judges.  We  think,  however,  that 
amidst  all  their  conflicts  and  wanderings  they  have  finally  settled, 
among  other  things,  that  no  State  can  pass  a  law  (whether  Congress 
has  already  acted  upon  the  subject  or  not),  which  will  directly  in- 
terfere with  the  free  transportation,  from  one  State  to  another,  or 
through  a  State,  of  any  thing  which  is  or  may  be  subject  of  inter- 
State  commerce.  Case  of  The  State  Freight  Tax,  15  Wall.  232, 
and  cases  there  cited.  See,  also,  in  this  connection,  Welton  v.  The 
State  of  Missouri^  91  U.  S.  275 ;  Henderson  v.  Mayor  of  New 
York,  92  id.  259;  Chy  Lung  v.  Freeman^  id.  275  ;  Ward  v.  Mary^ 
land,  i2  Wall.  418.  This  view  of  the  law  does  not  prevent  a 
State  from  passing  proper  sanitary  laws,  or  any  proper  law  for  the 
protection  or  preservation  of  life,  liberty,  health,  or  property.  Nor 
does  it  in  any  case  prevent  a  State  (in  the  absence  of  congressional 
legislation  upon  the  subject),  from  passing  laws  for  any  proper 
purpose  where  such  laws  only  indirectly  and  remotely  interfere 
with  inter-State  commerce.  State  Tax  on  Railway  Oross  Receipts^ 
15  Wall.  284  ;  Sherlock  v.  Ailing,  93  IT.  S.  99.  See,  also,  in  con- 
nection with  this  and  the  foregoing  propositions,  the  following 
Texas-Cattle  cases,  to  wit :  Chicago  &  Alton  Railroad  Co.  v.  Oasa' 
way,  71  111.  570;  Sangamon  Distilling  Co.  v.  Young,  77  id.  197; 
Wilson  V.  Kansas  City,  St.  Joseph  S  C.  B.  Railroad  Co.,  60  Mo, 
184 ;  K.  P.  Railway  Co.  v.  McCoy,  8  Kans.  538.  For  instance, 
a  law  which  prohibits  the  catching  and  killing  of  prairie  chickens, 
may  be  valid,  although  it  may  indirectly  prevent  the  transporta- 
tion of  such  chickens  from  the  State  to  any  other  State ;  but  a 
law  which  allows  prairie  chickens  to  be  caught  and  killed,  and 
thereby  to  become  the  subject  of  traffic  and  commerce,  and  at  the 
same  time  directly  prohibits  their  transportation  from  the  State  to 
any  other  State,  is  unoonstitutional  and  void.  The  Federal  Con- 
stitution seems  to  give  to  Congress  the  absolute  and  unqualified 
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power  to  regulate  inter-State  commerce;  and  it  has  frequently  been 
said  that  this  power  is  exclusive ;  and  it  is  certainly  exclusive 
within  the  limits  hereinbefore  mentioned.  In  the  case  of  Welton 
V.  The  Slate  of  Missouri,  91  U.  S.  275,  282  it  is  said,  that  ''  the 
fact  that  Congress  has  not  seen  fit  to  prescribe  any  specific  rules  to 
govern  inter-State  commerce,  does  not  affect  the  question.  Its  in- 
action on  this  subject,  when  considered  with  reference  to  its  legis- 
lation with  respect  to  foreign  commerce,  is  equivalent  to  a  decla- 
ration that  inter-State  commerce  shall  be  free  and  unti-ammelled." 
But  qualifying  this  language  to  some  extent,  it  is  said,  in  the  case 
of  Sherlock  v.  Ailing,  93  TJ.  S.  99,  104,  that  "  it  may  be  said  gen- 
erally, that  the  legislation  of  a  State,  not  directly  against  com- 
merce, or  any  of  its  regulations,  but  relating  to  the  rights,  duties, 
and  liabilities  of  citizens,  and  only  indirectly  and  remotely  affect- 
ing the  operations  of  commerce,  is  of  obligatory  force  upon  citizens 
within  its  territorial  jurisdiction,  whether  on  land  or  water,  or 
engaged  in  commerce,  foreign  or  inter-State,  or  in  any  other  pur- 
suit." We  think  that  said  section  6,  so  far  as  it  has  any  applica- 
tion to  this  case,  is  unconstitutional  and  void. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  will  therefore  be  reversed,  and 
cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings. 

All  the  justices  concurring. 

Judgment  reversed. 


COMHISSIOKEBS  OF  OTTAWA  Co.  V.  NbLSON. 

(19  Kans.  284.) 

Camtitationai  law — uniformity  of  taxation. 

Under  a  constitntional  provision  that  the  rate  of  taxation  shall  be  uniform 
and  equal,  the  legislature  may,  in  dividing  a  county  or  township,  relieve 
the  personal  property  of  the  detached  territory  from  all  liability  for  pre- 
vious debts  of  the  county  or  township,  while  continuing  the  liability  of  all 
the  other  property. 

ACTION  for  injunction.  The  plaintiffs  stated  that  they  were 
severally  owners  of  real  estate  in  the  township  of  Bennington^ 
that  this  township  was  formerly  part  of  the  township  of  Concord  ; 
but  had  been  duly  detached  and  set  off  and  organized  into  a  sepa- 
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rate  township  called  Beuuingtou  ;  that  previously  the  authorities 
of  Concord  had  duly  issued  the  bonds  of  the  town  in  payment  for 
the  construction  of  bridges  iu  Concord,  but  not  within  the  terri- 
tory of  Bennington ;  that  taxes  had  been  levied  on  the  plaintifEs' 
said  real  estate  to  pay  interest  on  and  provide  a  sinking  fund  for 
the  payment  of  those  bonds,  and  that  the  said  real  estate  had  been 
sold  for  such  taxes  ;  that  said  taxes  were  levied  only  on  I'eal  estate 
in  Bennington,  although  there  were  a  large  amount  of  personal 
property  there  subject  to  taxation;  and  demanded  judgment  de- 
claring said  taxes  void  and  cancelled,  and  that  defendants  be  en- 
joined from  enforcing  them.  Defendants  demurred  on  the  ground 
that  no  cause  of  action  was  stated.  The  demurrer  was  overruled 
aind  plaintiffs  bad  judgment,  and  defendants  brought  error. 

Tliompson  d^  Johnston^  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

McClure  d*  Humphrey^  for  defendants  in  error. 

Valentine,  J.  In  1872  the  township  of  Concord,  Ottawa 
county,  was  duly  divided,  and  from  the  detached  territory  the  new 
township  of  Bennington  was  constituted.  At  the  time  of  said 
division  the  township  of  Concord  was  liable  on  an  indebtedness 
for  certain  bonds  previously  issued  by  the  township  to  build  cer- 
tain bridges.  The  question  now  presented  is,  whether  Bennington 
township  is  liable  to  pay  any  portion  of  said  indebtedness.  Or 
rather,  it  is,  whether  the  real  estate  situated  in  said  township  is 
thus  liable.  Or,  to  state  the  legal  question  involved  in  the  case 
with  more  exactness,  it  is,  whether  sections  3  and  4  of  '*  an  act  to 
regulate  taxation  on  the  change  of  boundary  lines,"  approved 
March  3,  1873  (Laws  of  1873,  page  267),  are  constitutional  and 
valid,  or  not.  For  if  said  sections  are  constitutional  and  valid, 
then  the  real  estate  in  said  township  of  Bennington  is  liable  for  a 
portion  of  said  indebtedness  ;  but  if  they  are  not  constitutional 
and  valid,  then  no  portion  of  the  property  in  Bennington  town- 
ship is  thus  liable.  This  same  question,  with  some  others,  has 
already  been  decided  by  this  court.  CommWs  of  Sedgwick  County 
v.  Bunker  J  16  Kans.  498.  Iti  the  Sedgwick  county  case  we  held 
that  said  sections  were  constitutional  and  valid,  and  we  still  think 
that  such  decision  is  correct.  We  were  not  however  at  that  time 
entirely  satisfied  with  that  decision,  and  we  are  not  now  entirely 
satisfied  with    the   same  ;  but  it  corresponded  then  with  our  best 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


JULY  TERM,  1877.  103 


CommiBsioners  of  Ottawa  Co.  v.  Nelson. 


jadgment,  And  it  corresponds  now  with  our  best  judgment.  Coun- 
sel for  defendant  in  error  in  this  case  ask  us  to  reconsider  that 
decision,  and  they  present  to  us  a  very  able  and  elaborate  argu- 
ment to  convince  us  that  we  were  wrong.  But  they  have  pre- 
sented nothing  new — nothing  that  we  had  not  already  carefully 
considered  and  held  to  be  insufScient  to  invalidate  the  law.  But 
it  is  not  strange  that  counsel  should  \vi:?h  to  have  the  question  re- 
examined and  reconsidered.  The  question  is  a  difficult  one.  The 
arguments  on  both  sides  are  nearly  equally  balanced,  and  difFerent 
minds  might  honestly  come  to  different  conclusions  thereon* 
fiven  unprejudiced  minds  might  reach  different  conclusions,  while 
every  prejudiced  mind  will  undoubtedly  reach  a  conclusion  corre- 
sponding with  its  own  prejudices,  or  its  own  interests.  Every  per- 
son whose  interest  is  against  the  law  will  undoubtedly  believe  that 
the  law  is  unconstitutional.  But  this  is  not  all.  The  arguments 
against  the  constitutionality  of  the  law  lie  principally  upon  the 
sorface,  and  can  easily  be  seen  and  comprehended,  while  the  argu- 
ments in  its  favor  lie  further  back  and  can  only  be  seen  or  compre- 
hended by  greater  labor  and  by  severer  mental  effort.  To  say  that 
all  assessments  and  all  taxes  must  be  equal  and  uniform  in  order  to 
be  valid  ;  that  the  tax  in  this  case  is  not  equal  and  uniform,  and 
therefore  that  the  tax  in  this  case  is  void,  is  an  argument  so  short,  so 
simple,  so  logical,  and  so  easy  of  comprehension,  that  all  persons 
who  cannot  or  will  not  push  their  inquiries  into  a  broader  field  of 
investigation  will  gladly  accept  it  as  true,  and  think  it  conclusive. 
But  this  argument  is  not  sound.  The  fault  is  in  the  major  pre- 
mise of  the  syllogism.  All  assessments  and  all  taxes  are  not  re- 
quired to  be  equal  and  uniform.  It  is  true,  that  a  certain  degree 
of  equality  and  uniformity  must  prevail  in  all  assessments,  and  in 
all  taxes,  or  they  will  be  void.  But  the  broad  proposition,  that  all 
assessments  and  all  taxes  must  in  all  respects  be  equal  and  uni- 
form, is  not  true,  and  in  the  nature  of  things  it  could  scarcely  in 
any  case  be  made  to  be  true.  Counsel  for  defendant  in  error,  all 
through  their  argument,  seem  to  have  mistaken  the  language  of 
our  Constitution.  Our  Constitution  provides  that  "  the  legislature 
shall  provide  for  a  uniform  and  equal  rate  of  assessment  and  taxa- 
tion." Const,  of  Kans.,  art  11,  §  1.  It  does  not  provide  for  a  uni- 
form or  eqal  rule  of  assessment  or  taxation.  And  yet  counsel  all 
through  their  argument  continually  speak  of  the  '^  uniformity  of 
the  rtffo  of  assessment  and  taxation,"  instead  of  speaking  in  the 
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language  of  the  Gonsfcitution  of  **  a  uniform  and  equal  rate  of  aa- 
sessment  and  taxation."  They  use  the  language  of  the  Constitutions 
of  Ohio,  and  Wisconsin,  and  California,  and  several  other  States, 
instead  of  using  the  language  of  our  own  Constitution.  Now  why 
should  they  do  this,  if  they  really  believe  that  the  language  of  our 
own  Constitution  is  sufficient  for  their  purpose  ?  Neither  does  our 
Constitution  in  terms  require  that  all  property,  except  such  as  it 
itself  exempts,  shall  be  assessed  or  taxed  ;  nor  does  it  provide  in 
terms  that  no  exemption  shall  be  allowed  except  such  as  it  allows. 
On  the  contrary,  it  provides  in  terms  that  "personal  property  to 
the  amount  of  at  least  two  hundred  dollars  for  each  family,  shall  be 
exempt  from  taxation,"  and  by  this  language  unavoidably  implies 
that  more  than  two  hundred  dollars'  worth  of  personal  property 
may  be  exempted  by  statute.  In  this  particular,  as  well  as  in  the 
said  "rate  of  taxation,"  our  Constitution  differs  from  those  of  many 
of  the  other  States.  These  differences  will  be  noted  in  the  opin- 
ion soon  to  be  delivered  in  the  case  of  Francis,  State  Trea^Vy  v.  A. 
T,  <&  S.  F.  Railroad  Co.  The  full  provision  of  our  Constitution 
upon  these  subjects  reads  as  follows  : 

"  The  legislature  shall  provide  for  a  uniform  and  equal  rate  of 
assessment  and  taxation  ;  but  all  property  used  exclusively  for 
State,  county;  municipal,  literary,  educational,  scientific,  religious, 
benevolent  and  charitable  purposes,  and  personal  property,  to  the 
amount  of  at  least  two  hundred  dollars  for  each  family,  shall  be 
exempted  from  taxation."    Const.,  art.  11,  §  1. 

Counsel  for  defendant  in  error  refer  us  to  the  rule  of  taxation  as 
enunciated  in  the  case  in  9  Wis.  440.  Now  on  that  page 
is  found  the  brief  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  in  the  case 
of  Milwaukee,  etc.,  R,  R.  Co.  v.  The  County  of  Waukesha.  Said 
counsel  in  that  case  was  opposed  to  the  law,  and  of  course  said  it 
was  invalid.  The  court  however  held  it  to  be  valid  and  constitu- 
tional. In  the  opinion  the  court  say  :  "  The  imposition  upon 
railroad  property,  by  the  act  of  1854,  does  not  violate  that  provision 
of  the  Constitution  of  Wisconsin  which  provides  a  uniform  rule  of 
taxation,  provided  like  property  pertaining  to  railroads,  or  all 
property  of  that  class,  is  alike  t^xed,  or  alike  exempt,  as  it  appears 
to  be."  9  Wis.  449.  This  case  is  reported  in  a  note  to  the  case  of 
Knowlton  v.  Supervisors  of  Rock  Co.,  9  Wis.  410.  The  court  does 
not,  in  either  of  these  cases,  decide  that  property  other  than  that 
exempted  by  the  Constitution  may  not  also  be  exempted  from  tax- 
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ation  by  statute.  lu  the  first  ease  mentioned,  the  court  decides 
as  above  stated ;  and  in  tlie  other  case,  the  court  decides  that  a 
part  of  the  property  in  any  given  district  cannot  be  taxed  "by  a 
different  rule  from  that  by  which  other  property  (in  the  same  dis- 
trict) is  taxed, "but  that  "all  kinds  of  property  must  be  taxed  uni- 
formly, or  be  absolutely  exempt."  Syllabus,  page  411.  See, also,  in 
this  connection,  III.  CetiL  R.  R.  Co.  v.  McLean  Co.,  17  111.  291. 

Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  real  estate  of  said  Bennington  town- 
ship is  all  "taxed  uniformly"  to  pay  said  indebtedness,  and  the 
personal  property  is  all  "  absolutely  exempt "  from  such  taxation. 
Is  not  this  in  accordance  with  the  said  Wisconsin  decisions?  We 
are  also  referred  to  a  decision  in  California.  But  in  California  the 
Constitution  requires  that  "  all  property  in  the  State  shall  be  taxed 
in  proportion  to  its  value,"  and  "  taxation  shall  be  equal  and  uni- 
form." We  are  also  referred  to  decisions  in  Indiana.  Now  if  we 
understand  the  following  decisions  in  Indiana,  property  may  be 
exempted  from  taxation  by  statute  which  is  not  so  exempted  by 
the  Constitution:  Bank  v.  City  of  New  Albany,  11  Ind.  139,  142; 
Cofinersville  v.  Bank,  16  id.  105;  King  v.  Madison,  17  id.  48.  We 
do  not  take  issue  with  any  decision  in  any  State  referred  to  by 
counsel  for  plaintiffs  below;  and  so  far  as  the  present  case  is  con- 
cerned we  might  well  admit  that  each  of  such  decisions  would  be 
held  to  be  good  law  in  Kansas,  even  under  our  Constitution. 
The  case  before  us  is  ontside  of  all  ordinary  cases,  and  is  simply 
analogous  to  the  said  Sedgwick  county  case  reported  in  16  Kans. 
498. 

As  we  have  before  stated,  it  is  not  necessary  that  all  assessments 
and  all  taxes  in  Kansas  should  be  equal  and  uniform  in  order  to  be 
valid.  See  Glasgow  v.  Rowse,  43  Mo.  480,  and  HI  Cent.  R.  Co.  v. 
McLean  Co.,  17  111.  291  et  seq.  And  we  suppose  that  no  person 
who  has  been  able  to  give  the  subject  any  careful  consideration 
will  80  contend.  First :  The  aggregate  amount  and  rate  of  assess- 
ment and  the  aggregate  amount  and  rate  of  taxation  vary  in 
almost  every  county,  city,  town,  township  and  school  district  in 
this  State.  The  aggregate  rate  in  some  places  is  as  high  as  five 
per  cent  on  the  valuation  of  property,  and  in  other  places  it  is  as 
low  as  one  or  two  per  cent  And  yet  the  Constitution  says  that 
**  the  legislature  shall  provide  for  a  uniform  and  equal  rate  of 
assessment  and  taxation.''  Now  does  this  mean  '^  a  uniform  and 
equal  rate  of  assessment  and  taxation  "  throughout  the  State,  and 
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for  every  part  and  portion  of  the  State?  And  if  not,  why  not? 
Can  any  one  give  any  sufficient  reason  why  not?  Of  course  every 
one  knows  that  the  Constitution  does  not  mean  (although  it  may 
seem  to  say  so)  that  the  '*  rate  of  assessment  and  taxation"  shall 
be  so  ^'uniform  and  equal"  throughout  the  State  that  if  the 
aggregate  rate  of  taxation  in  any  one  school  district  or  township 
in  the  State  should  be  just  two  per  cent  on  the  valuation,  that  the 
aggregate  rate  of  assessment  and  taxation  in  every  other  part  and 
portion  of  the  State  should  also  be  just  two  per  cent.  And  yet, 
who  can  give  an  intelligent  and  logical  reason  why  the  Constitu- 
tion does  not  mean  this?  There  are  reasons,  and  sufficient  reasons, 
but  they  do  not  float  upon  the  surface.  And  hence  we  would 
expect  that  strict  constructionists  and  superficial  reasoners  would 
refuse  to  receive  them,  and  would  deny  their  validity,  even  when 
shown  to  them,  unless  they  assent  through  fear  of  ridicule  for 
adopting  such  an  impracticable  view  of  the  Constitution.  Upon 
this  question,  see  Bright  v.  McOuUough,  27  Ind.  223,  229  ei  seg. 
and  cases  there  cited.  We  have  shown  one  exception  to  the  rule 
that  all  assessments  and  all  taxes  must  be  equal  and  uniform;  and 
this  one  exception  alone  destroys  the  universality  of  the  rule  con- 
tended for  by  the  defendants  in  error,  and  to  this  extent  it 
weakens  their  argument  based  upon  the  universality  of  such  rule. 
But  there  are  several  other  exceptions,  some  of  which  we  will 
mention. 

It  seems  to  be  almost  universally  admitted  that  said  constitu- 
tional provision,  requiring  that  assessments  and  taxes  should  be  at 
an  equal  and  uniform  rate,  does  not  apply  to  such  special  assess- 
ments or  special  taxes  (usually  called  "  special  taxes  "  in  this  State) 
as  are  imposed  upon  abutting  lot-owners  in  cities,  towns,  or  villages, 
for  street  improvements.  It  has  always  been  so  held  in  this  State 
(Hines  v.  Leavemoorih  City,  3  Kans.  186,  197,  and  subsequent 
cases),  and  has  generally  b(;en  so  held  in  other  States  under  similar 
constitutional  provisions.  Now  the  special  and  local  impositions 
are  clearly  assessments,  and  clearly  taxes;  but  still  it  is  almost  uni- 
versally admitted  that  they  are  not  such  assessments  and  such 
taxes  as  are  contemplated  by  said  constitutional  provision.  Now 
why  are  they  not?  Can  any  one  tell?  We  do  not  propose  in  this 
opinion  to  give  any  answer. 

Neither  does  said  constitutional  provision  apply  strictly  to  license- 
taxes.     Leav.  City  v.  Boothy  15  Kans.  628,  635;  Pretwell  v.  dtp  of 
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TVoy,  18  id.  271.  '  In  the  case  of  Leav.  Cily  v.  Booth,  first  referred 
to,  it  is  said  that  — 

"  A  proper  license-tax  is  not  a  tax  at  all,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Constitution,  or  even  in  the  ordinary  signification  of  the  word 
'  tax.'  City  of  East  St.  Louis  v.  Wehru7ig,  46  III.  395;  Addison  v. 
Saulniery  19  Cal.  83;  Carter  v.  Doto,  IC  Wis.  298;  State  v.  Herod^ 
29  Iowa,  123,  125;  Mitckell  v.  Williams,  27  Ind.  62.  This  is  so 
even  where  the  license-tax  is  much  greater  than  the  mere  cost  of 
issuing  the  license,  and  even  where  the  surplus  fund  incidentally 
arising  from  the  issuing  of  the  license  goes  into  the  treasury  to 
swell  the  general  revenue  fund.  Cliarity  Hospital  v.  Stickney^  2 
La.  Ann.  550;  Tenney  v.  Lenz,  16  Wis.  566,  567;  Chilvers  v.  The 
Peophy  11  Mich.  43;  Ash  v.  Tlie  People,  id.  347;  Baker  v.  City  of 
Cincinnati,  11  Ohio  St.  534,  543,  544;  Johnson  v.  Philadelphia,  60 
Penn.  St.  445,  450;  Henry  v.  The  State,  26  Ark.  523,  525;  Orton 
V.  Brown,  35  Miss.  426.  And  there  are  still  other  decisions,  hold- 
ing that  the  constitutional  provisions  with  reference  to  taxation 
have  no  reference  to  the  collection  of  license- taxes,  among  which 
are  the  following:  Anderson  v.  Kerns  Draining  Co,,  14  Ind.  201; 
Thomasson  v.  T}ie  State,  15  id.  449,  451;  Bright  v.  McCullough,  21 
id.  223,  232;  Tlie  People  v.  Coleman,  4  Cal.  46." 

Neither  do  we  suppose  that  capitation  taxes,  or  poll-taxes,  or 
requirements  to  work  on  the  roads,  or  to  train  in  the  militia,  come 
within  said  constitutional  provision,  although  evidently  they  are 
all  taxes  in  one  sense.  Satuyer  y.  City  of  Alton,  4  111.  127,  130; 
Toton  of  Pleasant  v.  Kost,  29  id.  490,  494. 

But  even  those  assessments  and  those  taxes  which  do  come 
within  said  constitutional  provision  are  not  required  to  be,  and  are 
not  always  in  pi'actice,  made  and  levied  by  a  "  uniform  rnle,^ 
Bailroad  property  is  assessed  in  one  manner,  while  other  property 
is  assessed  in  quite  a  different  manner;  and  still  all  these  assess- 
ments are  held  to  be  valid.  Gulf  R.  R,  Co.  v.  Morris,  7  Kans. 
210,  220  et  seq.  Different  officers  may,  and  sometimes  do,  assess 
different  pieces  of  property  belonging  to  even  the  same  individual. 
Id.  227,  and  Gen.  Stat,  p.  266,  §  53;  p.  1033,  §  38,  and  p.  1041, 
§  65.  Personal  property  is  assessed  and  taxed  by  various  rules. 
Some  of  it  is  assessed  and  taxed  where  the  owner  resides,  without 
regard  to  where  the  property  is  situated.  Some  of  it  is  assessed 
and  taxed  where  the  property  is  situated,  without  regard  to  where 
the  owner  resides.    And  some  of  it,  to  wit,  bank  stock,  is  assessed 
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and  taxed  where  the  business  of  the  bank  is  done,  without  regard 
to  where  the  owner  of  the  stock  resides,  or  where  the  bulk  of  the 
property  of  the  bank  is  situated,  or  where  the  certificates  of  stock 
are  held.  Laws  of  1876,  p.  57,  §  7.  And  it  has  been  held  in  this 
State  that  in  certain  cases  the  entire  partnership  property  of  a  firm 
may  be  taxed  in  one  county,  while  some  of  the  partners  may  reside 
in  other  counties.  Swallow  v.  Thomas,  15  Kans.  66.  All  this  we 
think  is  generally  considered  legal  under  our  Constitution.  Taxes 
are  levied  by  various  officers.  State  taxes  are  usually  levied  by 
special  act  of  the  legislature,  and  other  taxes  are  usually  levied  by 
local  officers  under  general  laws.  But  the  same  local  officers  for 
any  taxing  district  do  not  always  levy  all  the  taxes  for  such  taxing 
district  Take  cities  of  the  second  class,  for  instance;  and  in  such 
cities  some  of  the  taxes  are  levied  by  the  mayor  and  council;  Laws 
of  1873,  p.  128,  §  32;  some  of  them  are  levied  by  the  board  of 
education;  Laws  of  1876,  p.  272,  §  18  ;  and  still  another  portion 
of  such  taxes  may  be  levied  by  the  county  clerk  of  the  county  in 
which  such  city  is  situated;  Laws  of  1875,  p.  45,  §  6.  The  most 
of  the  school  district  taxes  are  levied  by  the  school  districts  them- 
selves, but  some  of  such  taxes  may  be  levied  by  the  county  com- 
missioners. Laws  of  1876,  p.  278,  §  11.  These  are  only  examples. 
Other  taxes  are  levied  by  still  other  persons.  Now  with  all  these 
examples  and  illustrations  before  us,  how  can  it  be  said  that  all 
assessments  and  all  taxation  are  governed  by  a  "  uniform  rule  ?  " 

We  need  not  multiply  illustrations.  The  fact  is,  that  the  Con- 
stitution only  requires  that  all  ordinary  and  usual  assessments  and 
taxation  shall  be  imposed  at  a  "  uniform  and  equal  rate;  "  and  all 
extraordinary  and  uncommon  kinds  of  assessment  and  taxation 
are  left  to  be  regulated  by  law  in  the  same  manner  as  the  same 
would  be  regulated  if  said  constitutional  provision  did  not  exist 
Now  to  tax  the  property  of  one  township  to  pay  the  debt  of 
another  township,  is  an  extraordinary  and  uncommon  kind  of  tax- 
ation. It  can  only  happen  by  the  change  of  the  boundary  lines 
of  one  or  more  townships.  It  can  perhaps  never  happen  more 
than  once  to  the  same  locality.  And  it  can  seldom  happen  even  once 
to  any  one  locality.  Constitutions  are  not  generally  framed  to 
meet  extraordinary  and  exceptional  cases,  but  only  to  prescribe 
general  rules  for  ordinary  cases.  Our  Constitution  provides  that 
"  all  county  officers  shall  hold  their  offices  for  the  term  of  two 
years,  and  until  their  successors  shall  be  qualified."    (Const,  art 
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9,  §  3)  ;  and  yet  this  court  held  that  when  a  new  county  is  organ- 
ized  that  the  first  county  officera  may  be  elected  for  a  less  term 
than  two  years;  that  the  Constitution  "applies  only  to  the  regular 
term  of  the  office,  and  not  to  vacancies,  or  exceptional  cases" 
Hagerty  v.  Ariwld,  13  Eans.367.  In  the  organization  of  new  conn- 
i;ies  and  new  townships  some  things  must  be  done  which  in  the 
very  nature  of  things  cannot  come  under  any  of  the  general  rules 
established  for  older  counties  and  older  townships.  And  in  such 
cases  it  is  hardly  fair  to  say  that  the  f ramers  of  the  Constitution 
intended  that  all  of  the  particular  provisions  of  the  Constitution  for 
older  counties,  or  older  townships,  should  apply  with  all  their  force 
and  rigor  to  the  new  counties  and  new  townships,  as  first  organized, 
and  thereby  prevent  the  legislature  from  doing  justice  in  the  par- 
ticular ease.  It  is  more  reasonable  to  suppose  that  in  such  cases 
such  provisions  were  intended  to  apply  to  such  extraordinary  and 
exceptional  cases  only  so  far  as  in  the  nature  of  things  they  could 
reasonably  be  made  to  apply. 

In  the  case  of  Commas  of  Sedgwick  Co.  v.  Bunker,  16  Kans. 
604,  the  following  language  is  used  :  "  When  a  debt  is  created 
against  a  county,  all  the  taxable  property  therein,  real  and  personal, 
becomes  liable  to  pay  the  same.  The  real  estate  becomes  perma- 
manently  liable  (except  for  subsequent  legislation),  because  the 
owner  thereof  cannot  remove  it  out  of  the  county ;  but  the  per- 
sonal property  does  not  become  so  liable,  for  personal  property 
may  be  removed  out  of  the  county  at  any  time  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  owner.  If  the  legislature  should  change  the  boundary  lines 
of  any  county,  and  in  doing  so  should  set  off  a  strip  of  the  terri- 
tory thereof  to  some  other  county,  then  the  legislature  might  at 
the  same  time  enact  that  such  strip  should  continue  to  be  liable  for 
the  payment  of  its  share  of  the  debts  of  the  county  to  which  it 
formerly  belonged,  or  the  legislature  might  entirely  relieve  such 
strip  from  all  such  liability.  And  it  would  seem  that  the  legislature 
ought  to  have  the  power  to  relieve  such  strip  from  a  portion  of  such 
liability,  and  to  continue  its  responsibility  for  the  other  portion. 
At  least,  it  would  seem  that  the  legislature  should  have  the  power 
to  say  that  the  real  estate  shall  continue  liable,  and  the  personal 
property  not.  It  would  hardly  seem  that  the  detached  territory 
should  complain  because  of  such  an  arrangement,  for  the  tax  pay- 
ers of  the  strip  would  have  no  more  taxes  to  pay  on  their  rea[  estate 
in  proportion  to  its  value  than  the  tax  payers  of  the  county  from 
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which  the  strip  was  taken  would  have  to  paj  on  their  real  estate, 
and  they  would  have  nothing  to  pay  on  their  personal  property. 
They  would  have  the  advantage  of  the  tax  payers  of  the  county  in 
not  having  any  personal-property  tax  to  pay.  Not  taxing  the  per- 
sonal property  of  the  strip,  however,  makes  the  tax  on  all  the  other 
property  both  of  the  county  from  which  the  strip  is  taken,  and  the 
strip  itself,  higher  than  it  otherwise  would  be.  But  as  such  a 
thing  would  not  make  the  tax  void  as  to  the  tax  payers  of  the 
county,  could  it  make  it  void  as  to  the  tax  payers  of  the  strip  ?" 
16  Kans.  504,  505.  The  legislature  in  such  a  case  treats  the  real 
estate  of  the  strip,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  existing  bonded 
indebtedness  of  the  county,  as  though  the  strip  still  remained  a 
part  of  the  county.  But  it  treats  the  personal  property  as  though 
it  were  removed  from  such  county.  That  is,  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  said  bonded  indebtedness  the  real  estate  of  the  strip  is 
treated  as  remaining  with  the  county,  and  is  treated  as  though  it 
and  the  county  together  still  formed  one  taxing  district ;  and  by 
so  treating  the  same,  the  rate  of  assessment  and  taxation  for  such 
indebtedness  is  equal  and  uniform  within  such  taxing  district.  But 
the  personal  property  of  the  strip  is  treated  as  having  been  removed 
from  the  county,  and  as  having  been  placed  in  another  county,  and 
another  taxing  district;  and  by  so  treating  the  same,  the  rate  of 
assessment  and  taxation  in  this  other  taxing  district  is  also  equal 
and  uniform.  Now  the  legislature  has  the  power  in  other  cases,  to 
change  the  situs  of  personal  property  for  the  purposes  of  taxation, 
although  no  change  is  made  in  its  actual  situs.  In  the  case  of 
Swallow  V.  Thomas,  15  Kans.  68,  it  was  said  by  this  court  that  as  to 
*'  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  separate,  for  the  purposes  of  tax- 
ation, the  situs  of  personal  property  from  the  domicile  of  its  owner, 
there  can  be  no  doubt;  Tappan  v.  National  Bank,  19  Wall.  490; 
nor  any  of  the  fact  that,  unless  it  has  so  separated  it,  it  is  taxable 
at  his  domicile."  See,  also,  First  Natio?ial  Bank  v.  Smith,  65  IlL 
44.  In  the  case  of  Griffith  v.  Carter,  8  Kans.  565,  it  was  held  that 
a  stock  of  goods  kept  for  sale  in  CofPf5y  county,  and  which  perhaps 
had  never  been  in  Douglas  county,  was  nevertheless  taxable  in 
Douglas  county  where  the  owner  of  the  property  i-esided,  and  was 
^^  exempt  froni  taxation  in  Coffey  county."  That  is,  the  situs  of  the 
property  for  the  purposes  of  taxation  was  in  Douglas  county, 
although  the  actual  situs  of  the  property  may  never  have  been 
there,  and  was  exclusively  in  Coffey  county.     That  same  kind  of 
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property  would  now  under  the  same  circumstances  be  taxed  in 
Coffey  county.  The  legislature  has  changed  the  law  in  this  respect. 
Laws  of  1876,  page  57,  §  7.  And  the  legislature  in  making  such 
change  has  not  only  changed  the  taxable  situs  of  such  property 
from  Douglas  to  Coffey  county  and  the  rule  of  taxation  in  this 
respect,  but  it  has  also  to  some  extent  changed  the  rate  of  taxa- 
tion ;  for  a  little  higher  rate  of  taxation  must  now  be  imposed  in 
Douglas  county,  and  a  little  lower  rate  in  Coffey  county,  to  i*aise 
the  same  amount  of  tax  in  each  of  the  said  counties  than  would 
have  been  necessary  to  impose  if  the  taxable  situs  of  said  property 
had  not  been  changed.  And  yet,  such  a  change,  and  such  a  state 
of  things,  are  legal,  according  to  the  decision  made  in  the  case  of 
Swallow  V.  Thomas,  supra.  That  is,  according  to  the  decisions 
made  in  said  cases  of  Griffith  v.  Carter,  and  Swallow  v.  Thomas,  the 
legislature  may  tax  or  exempt  certain  property  in  Douglas  county, 
as  it  chooses,  and  may  exempt  or  tax  the  same  property  in  Coffey 
county,  as  it  chooses,  provided  the  property  is  taxed  only  in  one 
county  and  exempted  only  in  one  county.  And  according  to  said 
cases,  the  rate  of  taxation  would  be  equally  equal  and  uniform 
under  said  constitutional  provision,  whether  the  property  was  taxed 
or  exempted  in  either  of  said  counties,  provided,  of  course,  that  it 
was  taxed  in  one  and  exempted  in  the  other.  It  is  further  said,  in 
the  case  of  Comm'rs  of  Sedgwick  Co,  v.  Bunker,  supra:  '*  But 
suppose  the  personal  property  of  the  strip  should  also  be  taxed ; 
then  must  the  personal  property  brought  on  to  the  strip  after  its 
separation  from  the  county  be  also  taxed  ?  It  was  not  liable  for 
any  debt  of  the  county  before  the  separation.  Perhaps  if  the 
strip  had  remained  attached  to  the  county  it  never  would  have  been 
brought  on  to  the  strip,  and  therefore  never  would  have  been  liable 
for  any  tax  or  debt  of  the  county.  Perhaps  the  detaching  of  the 
strip  had  a  controlling  influence  in  bringing  such  property  onto 
the  strip.  Then  should  such  property  be  taxed  to  pay  such  debt  ? 
The  debt  may  not  be  due  for  thirty  years  after  the  detaching;  and 
should  property  brought  onto  the  strip  twenty  or  thirty  years 
after  jts  separation  from  the  county  be  taxed  to  pay  an  old  debt  of 
the  county?  These  are  probably  questions  for  the  legislature, 
and  not  for  the  courts.  But  even  if  any  portion  of  the  personal 
property  situated  on  said  strip  should  not  be  taxed  to  pay  said  debt, 
then  the  uniformity  of  taxation  contended  for  by  the  defendant 
would  be  destroyed.''    16  Eans.  505.     Suppose  that  within  ten  or 
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fifteen  years  from  this  time  two  men  should  emigrate  from  some 
other  State  to  Kansas.  Neither  has  ever  before  been  in  Kansas, 
or  owned  property  therein,  but  each  brings  with  him  from  his  for- 
mer home  a  considerable  amount  of  personal  property.  One  settles 
with  his  property  in  said  county,  the  other  goes  onto  said  strip. 
One  surrenders  himself  with  all  his  property  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
said  county,  receives  the  benefits  of  all  the  property  and  institu- 
tions belonging  to  the  county,  and  both  he  and  his  property 
become  liable  to  taxation  therein.  The  other  never  enters  within 
the  limits  of  said  county,  and  never  owns  or  has  any  property 
therein.  Now  is  there  no  stronger  reason  for  taxing  the  one  to  help 
pay  the  said  debt  of  said  county,  than  for  taxing  the  other?  Coun- 
sel for  defendants  in  error  in  this  case  say  not;  but*  it  would  seem 
to  us  otherwise.  See  opinion  in  the  case  of  Chandler  v.  Reynolds, 
soon  to  be  delivered. 

But  we  must  conclude.  We  have  already  extended  this  opinion 
to  a  greater  length  than  was  probably. necessary;  and  yet  we  have 
not  exhausted  the  subject.  To  enunciate  a  few  superficial  abstract 
propositions,  and  then  follow  them  to  their  logical  sequences,  is 
comparatively  an  easy  task.  But  to  enter  upon  a  real  investigation 
of  a  diflScult  and  complicated  subject,  and  examine  it  in  all  its 
multifarious  relations  and  countless  details,  requires  more  time, 
labor,  and  research  than  we  have  time  to  give  to  it.  We  have  extended 
this  opinion,  however,  thus  far  in  order  to  show  that  the  general 
abstract  propositions  relied  upon  by  the  defendants  in  error  do  not 
state  correctly  either  the  letter  or  the  spirit  of  the  Constitution. 
They  are  too  general.  They  cover  too  much  ground.  They  embrace 
within  their  comprehensive  terms  too  many  particulars.  No  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution  can  be  found  so  comprehensive  or  so 
sweeping  in  its  general  terms.  Hence,  although  said  general  propo- 
sitions of  the  defendants  in  error  may  seem  to  be  generally  true 
in  their  application  to  cases,  still  they  cannot  always  be  true,  and 
must  in  many  cases  be  subject  to  exceptions  and  limitations.  Gen- 
eral propositions  of  law,  however,  are  generally  subject  to  excep- 
tions and  limitations,  and  much  of  the  labor  of  courts  is  devoted  to 
ascertaining  and  designating  these  exceptions  and  limitations.  And 
here  comes  the  conflict.  Technical  and  superficial  reasoners,  per- 
sons whose  prejudices  or  interests  are  with  the  general  proposition, 
and  those  who  cannot  or  will  not  investigate  a  subject  in  all  its 
manifold  details,  will  refuse  to  recognize  the  exceptions  or  the 
limitaiions;  and  will  cling  to  the  general  propositioiu 
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We  do  not  wish  in  this  case  to  fix  the  boundaries  of  the  operation 
of  said  constitutional  provision.  The  task  would  be  too  difficult, 
and  we  could  not  do  it  if  we  would.  Nor  do  we  wish  to  decide 
where  said  provision  will  apply,  or  where  it  will  not  apply,  any 
further  than  is  necessary  for  the  decision  of  this  particular  case. 
Indeed,  all  that  we  wish  to  decide  is,  that  said  constitutional  pro- 
vision does  not  apply  in  this  case  to  such  an  extent  as  to  render 
said  sections  3  and  4  of  said  act  of  1873  unconstitutional  and  void. 
No  other  questions  are  in  fact  determined,  whatever  may  be  said 
in  the  opinion.  Whether  it  is  within  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  authorize  the  imposition. of  a  greater  i-ate  of  taxation  upon  any 
part  of  the  property  of  a  detached  portion  of  any  county  or  town- 
ship to  pay  indebtedness  contracted  by  such  county  or  fownship 
pior  to  its  division,  than  upon  the  property  of  the  county  or  town- 
ship itself,  is  not  decided  in  this  case.  The  only  eflFect  of  this 
decision  is,  that  it  announces  the  principle  that  the  legislature  may 
when  dividing  a  county  or  township  relieve  the  personal  property 
of  the  detached  territory  from  all  liability  for  previous  debts  of  the 
county  or  township  while  continuing  the  liability  of  all  the  other 
property.  Nothing  else  is  decided.  The  judgment  of  the  court 
below  will  be  reversed,  and  cause  remanded  for  further  proceed- 
ings in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 

All  the  justices  concuiTing. 

Judgmeiit  reversed. 


The  State  v.  Lewis. 

(19  KaoB.  260.) 
Criminal  law  —  duress  —  escape  ami  subsequent  acquittal. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  prisoner  brought  before  the  examining  magistrate 
remains  handcuffed  during  the  proceedings,  and  in  that  condition  waives  a 
preliminary  examination,  will  not  support  a  plea  in  abatement  to  the 
information  of  the  offense.     {See  note,  p,  116.) 

Where  one,  being  imprisoned  and  awaiting  trial  on  a  criminal  charge,  escapes, 
and  being  re-arrested  is  tried  and  acquitted  of  such  charge,  he  cannot  main- 
tain such  acquittal  in  bar  of  an  information  for  such  escape,  under  a  statute 
providing  for  the  punishment  of  anj  person  escaping  "  before  oonvictioo." 

Vol.  XXVII  — 16 
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INFORMATION  for  escape.    Tlie  opinion  states  the  fact«.    The 
defendant  was  convicted  and  sentenced,  and  appealed. 

Smith  £  Solomon,  and  If.  D,  Oilberly  for  appellant. 

Valentine,  J.  This  was  a  criminal  prosecution  for  an  alleged 
violation  of  section  183  of  the  act  relating  to  crimes  and  punish- 
ments.   Oen.  Stat.  357.    Said  section  i^eads  as  follows: 

**§183.  If  any  person,  lawfully  imprisoned  or  detained  in  any 
county  jail  or  other  place  of  imprisonment,  or  in  the  custody  of  any 
officer,  upon  any  criminal  charge,  before  conviction,  for  the  viola- 
tion of  any  penal  statute,  shall  break  such  prison  or  custody  and 
escape  therefrom,  he  shall  upon  conviction  be  punished  by  confine- 
ment and  hard  labor  for  a  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  or  m  a 
county  jail  not  less  than  six  months." 

The  facts  of  the  case,  so  far  as  it  is  necessary  to  state  them,  are 
as  follows:  The  defendant  was  imprisoned  in  the  county  jail  of 
Atchison  county,  in  the  custody  of  the  jailer  of  said  county,  upon 
the  criminal  charge  of  burglary  in  the  second  degree,  as  defined  by 
section  68  of  the  act  relating  to  crimes  and  punishments  (Gen. 
Stat.  330),  awaiting  a  trial  upon  such  charge ;  and  while  so 
imprisoned  as  aforesaid  he  broke  said  jail  and  said  custody .  nnd 
escaped  therefrom.  Afterward  a  warrant  was  duly  issued  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace  of  said  county  for  his  arrest  upon  the  charge  of 
breaking  said  jail  and  custody  as  afoiTsaid.  Upon  such  warrant 
he  was  duly  arrested  by  the  sheriff  of  said  county  and  a  policeman 
of  the  city  of  Atchison,  and  was  handcuffed  and  taken  before  said 
justice  for  a  preliminary  examination,  whereupon,  without  said 
handcuffs  being  removed,  and  in  the  presence  of  said  sheriff  and 
said  policeman,  and  said  justice  and  the  county  attorney  of  said 
county,  he  waived  a  preliminary  examination,  and  was  returned  to 
said  jail.  Afterward  he  was  tried  upon  the  charge  of  burglary,  and 
was  acquitted.  The  county  attorney  thereupon  filed  an  reforma- 
tion in  tiie  District  Court  of  said  county  against  the  defendant, 
duly  charging  him  with  the  offense  of  breaking  said  jail  and  cus- 
tody, and  escaping,  as  aforesaid  ;  upon  which  information  the 
defendant  was  duly  arraigned  and  pleaded  successively  as  follows: 
1st.  A  plea  in  abatement,  that  he  was  handcuffed,  and  in  the  cus- 
tody of  said  sheriff  and  said  policeman,  when  he  waived  said 
tireliminary  examination,  and,  therefore,  that  said  waiver  was  • 
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nullity,  and  that,  therefore,  the  county  attorney  had  no  power 
to  file  said  information.  2d.  A  plea  in  bar,  that  he  had  been  tried 
and  acquitted  on  the  charge  of  burglary,  and  that,  therefore,  he 
could  not  be  tried  or  convicted  upon  the  charge  of  breaking  said 
jail.     3d.  The  general  plea  of  *^  not  guilty." 

The  county  attorney  demurred  to  the  first  two  pleas,  and  the 
court  below  sustained  both  of  the  demurrers,  and  we  think  cor- 
rectly. There  was  no  pretense  that  any  means  were  used  with  the 
intent  that  such  means  would  cause  the  defendant  to  waive  said 
preliminary  examination;  no  pretense  that  the  defendant  had  any 
cause  to  fear  that  justice  would  not  be  done  him,  except  the  mere 
presence  of  said  officers,  and  that  he  was  handcuffed;  no  pretense 
that  any  wrong  was  done  him,  except  merely  the  receiving  of  said 
waiver  while  the  defendant  was  handcuffed;  and  no  pretense  that 
any  of  these  things  worked  any  prejudice  to  the  defendant's  sub- 
stantial rights  on  the  final  trial  of  the  case  in  the  District  Court 
upon  its  merits.  We  cannot,  therefore,  reverse  the  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  rendered  upon  the  verdict  of  an  impartial  jury, 
after  a  fair  trial  has  been  had  on  the  merits  of  the  case  m  that 
court,  merely  becanse  the  defendant  waived  a  preliminary  examina- 
tion before  an  examining  magistrate  while  he  was  handcuffed. 

The  defendant  also  claims  that,  as  he  was  acquitted  on  the  charge 
of  burglary,  therefore,  that  he  did  not  commit  the  offense  of 
escaping  from  said  jail  '* before  conviction"  upon  said  charge  of 
burglary.  We  think  otherwise.  His  offense  of  escaping  from  said 
jail  comes,  as  we  think,  within  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  stat- 
utes  prohibiting  escapes.  He  escaped  from  imprisonment  for  an 
alleged  burglary,  and  had  never  been  convicted  of  such  burglary. 
His  offense,  therefore,  comes  within  the  exact  letter  of  the  statute, 
and  of  that  section  of  the  statute  under  which  he  was  prosecuted. 
He  escaped  "  before  conviction."  His  offense  also  comes  within  the 
spirit  of  the  statute.  The  spirit  of  the  statute  as  gathered  from 
sections  167  to  187  of  the  Crimes  Act  (Gen.  Stat.  354  to  358),  is  to 
punish  for  all  escapes  from  lawful  custody.  Some  of  said  sections 
]»rovide  for  punishing  for  escapes  made  from  custody  in  criminal 
eases;  some  for  escapes  made  in  civil  cases;  some,  where  convictions 
have  already  been  had  in  criminal  cases,  and  some  "  before  convic- 
tion "  in  criminal  cases.  And  taking  said  sections  all  together^ 
and  construing  said  section  183  as  we  construe  it,  they  provide  for 
punishing  for  escapes  from  lawful  custody  in  all  cases.     If  said 
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section  183  is  to  be  construed  as  the  defendant  claims  that  it  shonld 
l)e  construed,  tlien  it  would  be  improper  in  any  case  to  try  a  defend- 
ant  for  an  escape  until  after  a  trial  and  conviction  upon  the  origi- 
nal charge;  for  if  he  should  hy  any  means  procure  an  acquittal 
upon  the  original  charge,  or  a  dismissal  of  the  case,  or  a  nolle  pros. 
to  be  entered  therein,  then  he  would  not  have  been  guilty  of 
committing  any  offense  by  making  such  escape.  When  a  party  is 
in  legal  custody,  and  commits  an  escape,  we  do  not  think  that  it 
depends  upon  some  future  contingency  as  to  whether  such  escape 
is  an  offense  or  not. 

As  to  permitting  a  witness*  name  to  be  indorsed  on  a  criminal 
information  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  and  permitting  such  witness 
to  testify  in  the  case,  see  The  State  v.  Dickson,  6  Kans.  209,  219. 

We  do  not  think  the  court  below  committed  any  substantial 
error  m  this  case,  and,  therefore,  its  judgment  will  be  affirmed. 

All  the  justices  concurring. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

^(YTK  BY  THB  REPORTER. —"It  was  formerly  the  practice  to  rpquirt*  the  prisoner  to  h<dd 
up  his  hand«  the  more  completely  to  identify  him  as  the  person  named  in  the  indict- 
ment, but  tlie  ceremony,  which  was  never  essentially  necessary-,  is  now  disused ;  and 
the  ancient  form  of  asking  him  how  he  will  be  fried  is  also  oljsolete.  The  prisoner  Is 
to  be  brought  to  the  bar  without  irons,  shackles,  or  other  restraint,  unless  there  be 
danger  of  escape ;  and  ought  to  be  used  with  all  the  humanity  and  gentleness  which  Is 
consistent  with  the  nature  of  the  thing,  and  under  no  terror  or  uneasiness  other  than 
what  proceeds  from  a  sense  of  his  guilt  or  the  misfortune  of  his  present  drcumstanoes. 
2  Hawk. ,  ch.  28,  9 1 .  In  Layer*8  Case,  16  St.  Tr.  180,  a  distinction  is  made  between  the 
time  of  arraignment  and  the  time  of  trial,  and  the  prisoner  was  obliged  to  stand  at  the 
bar  In  irons  during  bis  arraignment ;  but  the  ruling  in  that  case  is  at  yarianoe  with 
the  authority  of  all  the  expositors  of  the  common  law.  The  Union,  oh.  5, 9 1  (5i),  says: 
'  It  is  an  abuse  that  a  person  be  laden  with  Iron,  or  put  to  pain  before  attainted  of 
felony.*  Britton ,  oh.  5,  fo.  U,  says :  '  If  felons  come  in  Judgment  to  answer,  etc.,  they 
shall  be  out  of  irons  and  all  manner  of  bonds,  so  that  their  pain  shall  not  take  away 
any  manner  of  reason,  nor  constrain  tbem  to  answer  but  at  their  free  will.*'  8  WharU 
Cr.  Law,  6  8154,  note  b. 

In  suae  V.  Krlng,  04  Mo.  fi91 ,  the  court  said:  *'  It  seems  Teiy  dear,  that  without  some  good 
reason,  authorizing  the  criminal  court  to  depart  from  the  general  practice  in  England  and 
in  this  country,  the  shackles  of  the  prisoner,  when  brought  before  the  fwry  for  trial,  should 
be  removed .  We  tiave  no  doubt  of  the  power  of  the  criminal  court,  at  the  commencement, 
or  during  the  progress  of  a  trial,  to  make  such  orders  as  may  be  necessaiy  to  secure  a  quiet 
and  safe  one,  but  the  facts  stated  by  the  court  in  this  case,  as  shown  by  the  record,  that 
the  prisoner  had  assaulted  a  person  in  court,  about  three  months  before  the  term  at  which 
he  was  tried,  would  hardly  authorize  the  court  to  assume  that,  on  his  trial  for  life,  he 
would  be  guilty  of  similar  outrages .  There  must  be  some  reason,  based  on  the  conduct  of 
the  prisoner,  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  to  authorize  so  important  a  right  to  be  forfeited. 
When  the  court  aDows  a  prisoner  to  be  brought  before  a  Jury  with  his  hands  chained 
in  irons,  and  refuses,  on  his  application,  or  that  of  his  counsel,  to  order  their  removal^ 
the  Jury  must  necessarily  conceive  a  prejudice  against  the  accused,  as  being  in  tbi 
opinion  of  the  Judge  a  dangerous  man,  and  one  not  to  be  trusted,  even  under  the  sur* 
▼eUlanoe  of  officers.    Besides,  the  condition  of  the  prisoner  in  shackles  may,  to  some  ex- 
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tent,  deprive  him  of  the  free  and  calm  use  of  all  his  faculties/*    A  conviction  waa  re- 
▼ened  on  this  account 

See»  also,  Pct)ple  v.  Hamnaton,  42  Cal.  165:  10  Am.  Rep  296,  where  the  same  doctrine 
was  held,  the  court  oheerring :  *'  In  my  opinion,  any  order  or  action  of  the  court,  which 
without  evident  necessity  imposes  physical  burdens,  pains,  and  restraints  upon  a  pris- 
ooer  during  the  progress  of  his  trial,  inevitably  tends  to  confuse  and  embarrass  his 
mental  faculties,  and  thereby  materially  to  abridgre  and  prejudicially  affect  his  constitutional 
rights  of  defense  ;  and  especially  would  such  physical  bonds  and  restraints  in  Uke  manner 
materially  impair  and  prejudicially  affect  his  statutory  privilege  of  becoming  a  competent 
witness  and  testifying  in  his  own  behalf.  '*  The  judgment  waa  reversed  on  account  of  ths 
prisoner's  being  tried  in  shackles,  in  spite  of  his  request  to  be  unshackled. 


Smith  v.  MoNaib. 

a9Kaos.830.) 

Implied  warranty  of  genuinenesg  of  negotiable  inttrumenti. 

One  who  sells  negotiable  bonds  impliedly  warrants  their  genuineness,  and  in 
case  they  are  forged,  is  liable  for  the  return  of  the  purchase-money,  with- 
out any  offer  to  return  sach  bonds,  and  although  the  vendee  has  resold  the 
bonds  at  a  greater  price.* 

ACTION  to  recover  the  purchase-price  paid  for  forged  bonds. 
The  opinion  states  the  facts.    The  plaintiff  had  judgment, 
and  defendants  brought  error. 

HoRTOK,  G.  J.  The  material  questions  in  this  case  are^  as  to 
the  liability  of  a  vendor  of  forged  school-district  bonds  to  the  pur- 
chaser thereof,  where  there  is  no  collateral  contract  of  warranty; 
and  if  a  liability  exists  against  the  vendor,  whether  a  return  or  an 
offer  to  return  the  counterfeit  bonds  by  the  purchaser  immediately 
after  discovenng  that  they  are  worthless,  is  essential  to  the  right  of 
recovery ;  and  lastly,  where  such  vendee  has  sold  the  forged  bonds 
for  a  sum  in  excess  of  the  price  paid  by  him,  and  has  never  taken 
the  bonds  back,  or  returned  the  money  received  by  him  to  his 
vendee,  has  such  second  vendee  or  his  assignee  any  right  of  action 
against  the  onginal  vendor  ?  The  facts  are  as  follows:  William 
B.  McNair,  assignee  of  Jones  &  Howell,  sued  Smith  &  Son  to 
recover  back  the  consideration,  with  interest,  which  Jones  & 
Howell  had  paid  the  Smiths  for  certain  supposed  (but  really  forged) 

*S9tOoert€n  ▼.  BoUUm  i»  Heisk.  7aS),ii  Am.  Bep.  887;  Hannwn  v. BlehMrdmm  (48  Yi^ 
IOQ,aAm.B«p.  m. 
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school  bonds  and  coupons,  which  the  Smiths  had  sold  and  delivered 
to  Jones  &  Howell.  There  was  no  express  warranty  by  Smith  & 
Son,  and  no  indorsement  or  wntten  guaranty  by  them.  Jones  & 
Howell  sold  the  bonds  to  McNair  for  $87.50  more  than  they  gare 
for  them.  There  was  a  mistake  by  all  the  parties.  The  sellers  and 
the  buyers  supposed  the  bonds  to  be  genuine,  when  in  truth  they 
were  forged.  After  they  were  ascertainad  to  be  worthless,  Jones  & 
Howell  assigned  in  writing  their  cause  of  action  against  the  Smiths 
to  McNair.  The  consideration  of  the  assignment  was  the  liability 
of  Jones  &  Howell  to  their  vendee,  which  liability  was  mure  than 
the  claim  of  Jones  &  Howell  against  Smith  &  Son.  We  have  cai*e- 
fully  examined  the  cases  relied  upon  by  the  counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
error  in  support  of  the  proposition  that  when  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment passes  by  mere  delivery,  and  the  instrument  is  sold  the  same 
HS  any  other  article,  the  vendee  cannot  recover  back  the  purchase- 
money  even  if  the  instrument  is  forged;  but  in  our  view,  the  cases 
cited  are  in  conflict  with  the  great  current  of  both  English  and 
American  authorities,  and  in  some  of  the  cases  quoted  there  are 
features  which  widely  distinguish  them  from  the  case  at  bar.  The 
rule  18,  that  if  one  person  applies  to  another  to  purchase  an  article 
for  a  particular  purpose,  and  the  j^erson  so  applied  to  sells  him  the 
article  knowing  that  the  purchaser  relies  upon  his  complying  with 
his  request,  the  law  implies  that  the  article  is  delivered  with  a  war- 
ranty that  it  18  the  article  called  for.  It  is  too  well  settled  to 
admit  of  discussion,  that  a  vendor,  who  sells  negotiable  bonds  or 
notes,  is  bound,  not  by  the  collateral  contract  of  warranty,  but  by 
the  principal  contract  itself,  to  deliver  as  a  condition  precedent 
that  which  is  genuine,  not  that  which  is  false,  or  counterfeit ;  and  if 
the  negotiable  instrument  turns  out  to  be  forged,  the  seller  is  lia- 
ble to  the  vendee  for  what  he  has  received  from  him  for  it,  with 
interest  from  the  time  of  the  receipt.  The  mere  act  of  sale  im- 
pliedly warrants  the  genuineness  of  the  instrument.  We  need 
only  refer  to  a  few  of  the  many  cases  8upi)orting  this  view. 

In  Jo7ics  V.  Rf/(Ie,  5  Taunt.  488,  it  was  held,  that  the  vendor  of  a 
forged  navy  bill  was  bound  to  return  the  money  received  for  it ; 
and  in  this  case  the  decision  was  placed  on  the  ground  that  where 
a  bill  was  discounted  as  genuine,  which  turned  out  to  be  forged, 
both  parties  being  equally  innocent,  having  equal  knowledge  and 
equal  means  of  knowledge,  the  money  was  recoverable  back  as 
money  had  and  received. 
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In  Young  v.  Cole,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  724,  it  was  held,  that  when 
the  plaintiff,  a  stock  broker,  was  employed  by  the  defendant  to 
sell  for  him  four  Guatemala  bonds,  in  April,  1836,  and  it  was 
shown  that  in  1829  unstamped  Guatemala  bonds  had  been  repu- 
diated by  the  government  of  that  State,  and  had  ever  since  been 
not  a  marketable  commodity  on  the  stock  exchange,  and  the  de- 
fendant received  the  price  on  the  delivery  of  the  bonds,  both  par- 
ties being  ignorant  that  a  stamp  was  necessary,  that  as  the  bonds 
were  valueless  the  defendant  was  bound  to  restore  the  price  re- 
ceived. TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  said :  "  It  is  not  a  question  of  warranty, 
but  whether  the  defendant  had  not  delivered  something  which, 
though  resembling  the  article  contracted  to  be  sold,  is  of  no  value." 

In  the  case  of  the  Cabot  Baiik  v.  Mortouy  4  Gray,  156,  it  was 
decided  that  a  person  who  procures  notes  to  be  discounted  by  a 
bank,  impliedly  warrants  the  genuineness  of  the  signatures  of  the 
makers  and  indorsers.  The  court  say,  that  it  is  *^a  general  rule 
of  law,  that  in  every  sale  of  personal  property  the  vendor  impliedly 
warrants  that  the  article  is  in  fact  what  it  is  described  and  pur- 
ports to  be,  and  that  the  vendor  has  a  good  title  and  right  to  it." 

Again,  in  Snyder  v.  RenOy  38  Iowa,  329,  the  court  held  that  the 
transfer  of  a  note  by  delivery,  whether  the  consideration  be  money 
or  merchandise,  impliedly  warrants  the  genuineness  of  the  signa- 
ture of  the  maker.  See,  also,  Ourney  v.  Womersleyy  28  Eng.  L.  & 
Eq.  256  ;  Worihington  v.  Cowles,  112  Mass.  30  ;  Aldrich  v.  Jack- 
son  £  Butts,  5  R  I.  218  ;  Terry  v.  Bissell,  26  Conn.  23  ;  Ledwich 
V.  McKim,  53  N.  Y.  307. 

Beason  also  supports  the  authorities.  Where  a  person  buys  nego- 
tiable bonds,  he  expects  to  receive  genuine  instruments,  not  false 
and  fictitious  ones.  If  one  buys  bread,  he  does  not  expect  a  stone  ; 
if  he  bargains  for  fish,  he  is  not  satisfied  with  a  serpent.  In  this 
case,  Jones  &  Howell  contracted  for  school-district  bonds,  and 
paid  for  such  bonds.  They  received  worthless  papers,  of  no  value 
intrinsically  to  any  one.  What  they  bargained  for,  they  have  not 
received.  No  school-district  bonds  have  ever  been  delivered  to 
them.  Common  honesty  requires  that  the  money  they  paid  out 
should  be  returned  with  interest. 

As  to  the  question  made,  that  no  recovery  could  be  had  without 
a  return,  or  an  offer  to  return  the  forged  bonds,  we  answer,  that 
within  the  principle  applied  in  the  case  of  the  First  Nat.  Bank  of 
Sturgis  v.  Peck,  8  Kans.  660,  no  return  or  offer  to  return  was  neces- 
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sary  to  maintain  the  action  brought  by  McNair.  The  bonds  were 
forged,  and  entirely  worthless  to  all  the  parties.  "  In  such  a  case, 
the  return  would  be  a  useless  ceremony,  which  the  law  never 
requires.'' 

The  objection  of  plaintiff  in  error  to  the  judgment,  that  Jones 
&  Howell  resold  the  bonds  in  excess  of  the  price  paid,  is  not  well 
sustained.  The  implied  warranty  of  genuineness  by  Smith  A  Son 
was  broken  the  instant  of  the  delivery  of  the  bonds,  and  they  at 
once  became  liable  to  their  vendees  for  the  amount  they  received. 
This  cause  of  action  then  accrued.  The  plaintiffs  in  error  were  in 
nowise  affected  by  such  second  sale,  and  could  not  plead  such  sale 
in  bar  of  the  rights  of  Jones  &  Howell  against  them,  nor  against 
their  assignee,  who  stands  in  the  shoes  of  Jones  &  Howell  in  this 
case. 

The  other  exceptions  taken  on  the  trial  were  immaterial,  as  the 
answer  states  the  assignment  of  the  cause  of  action  to  the  defend- 
ant in  error  by  Jones  &  Howell,  and  the  sale  of  the  forged  bonds 
to  him  by  them  ;  hence  these  matters  were  not  in  issue  in  the  case, 
and  no  instructions  or  directions  to  the  jury  concerning  these  facts 
were  either  necessary  or  proper. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is  affirmed. 


Bbquillard  v.  Bartleit. 

(19  Kans.  30.) 

Exemptions  from  e^^eetUion. 

Under  a  statute  exempting  from  execution  "  tools  and  implements  "  of  trade 
or  business,  and  "stock  in  trade/'  a  lamp  and  show-cases  with  their  tables  and 
fiame,  of  a  watchmaker  and  jeweller,  are  exempt;  and  watches  and  jewelry, 
manufactured  and  in  process  of  manufacture  bj  him,  to  order  or  for  general 
sale,  as  well  as  the  material  kept  for  such  manufacture,  are  also  exempt.* 

ACTION  to  recover  pewonal  property  alleged  to  have  been  con- 
verted. The  opinion  states  the  facts.  The  defendants  had 
judgment  on  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  and  the  plaintiff  brought 
error. 

•6ee  Bttfcer  V.  FlOis  (128  Mass.  194),  85  Am.  Rep.  (U,  and  note,  68 ;  Erueoe  ▼.  Dunn  (44 
Oonn.  08).  S6  Am.  Rep.  490. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


JULY  TERM,  1877.  J21 

Bequillard  v.  Bartlett. 
2>.  B.  Hadley,  for  plaintiff. 

Jl  B,  Scroggs  and  E.  L.  Bartleit,  for  defendant 

Valentine,  J.  James  V.  Bequillard,  plaintiff  in  error  and 
plaintiff  below,  being  involved  in  debt,  executed  a  deed  of 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  conveying  to  Edward  L. 
Bartlett,  defendant  in  error  and  defendant  below,  all  his  property, 
**  excepting  nevertheless  from  the  operation  of  '*  such  "  conveyance 
all  such  goods,  chattels,  stock  in  trade,  wearing  apparel,  household 
furniture,  and  all  other  property  and  things  legally  exempt  from 
levy  and  sale  on  attachment  or  execution  by  laws  of  the  State  of 
Kansas.^  Bartlett  immediately  took  possession  of  all  the  property 
-which  he  supposed  was  transferred  to  him  by  virtue  of  said  deed  of 
assignment;  but  the  plaintiff  claims  that  he  took  possession  of  more 
of  his  (plaintiff's)  property  than  was  so  transferred.  Whether  he 
did  or  not,  is  the  only  question  in  this  case.  The  plaintiff's  action 
was  for  the  value  of  the  property  claimed  to  have  been  taken  wrong- 
fully by  the  defendant.  A  trial  was  commenced  before  the  court 
below  and  a  jury.  After  the  plaintiff  had  introduced  his  evidence, 
and  rested,  the  defendant  demurred  to  the  evidence.  The  court 
below  sustained  the  demurrer,  took  the  case  from  the  jury,  and 
then  rendered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant  and  against  the 
plaintiff  for  costs.  The  plaintiff  now  brings  the  case  to  this  court 
for  review.  He  claims  that  by  the  terms  of  said  deed  of  assignment 
he  reserved  to  himself  all  goods  that  were  exempt  by  law  from 
attachment  and  execution,  and  that  the  goods  for  which  he  sued 
in  this  action  were  so  exempt.  Whether  they  were  so  exempt  or 
not,  was  the  main  question  to  be  tried;  but  as  the  case  comes  to  us, 
the  question  is  not,  whether  said  goods  were  absolutely  exempt  or 
not,  but  it  is  merely  whether  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  show 
prima  facie  that  any  of  said  goods  were  exempt.  For,  in  all  cases 
upon  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  the  court  (District  or  Supreme) 
must  presume  that  all  the  evidence  demurred  to,  and  upon  which 
the  party  resisting  the  demurrer  relies,  was  and  is  true,  except  in 
cases  where  evidence  of  a  weaker  kind  is  contradicted  by  evidence 
of  a  higher  kind,  and  where  the  court  could  say  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  the  weaker  evidence  should  not  be  considered  at  all  but  should 
be  excluded.  A  court  cannot  upon  a  demurrer  weigh  conflicting 
eridence.  This  is  the  province  of  the  jury.  Therefore,  if  the  evi- 
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dencc  in  this  case  showed  prima  f aide  that  auy  one  uf  the  articles 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff  was  exempt,  the  court  below  erred  in  sus- 
taining said  demurrer,  and  its  judgment  would  in  such  a  case  have 
to  be  reversed. 

The  good  in  controversy  might  be  divided  into  three  classes,  as 
follows:  first  the  tools  and  implements  by  which  plaintiff  carried 
on  his  trade  or  business ;  second,  the  goods  which  he  himself  manu- 
factured to  sell ;  third,  the  goods  which  he  purchased  of  others  to 
sell.  All  of  these  goods,  the  plaintiff  claims,  were  exempt  from 
attachment  and  execution,  under  the  following  statute,  to  wit: 

"  Every  person  residing  in  this  State,  and  being  the  head  of  a 
family,  shall  have  exempt  from  seizure  and  sale  upon  any  attach- 
ment, execution  or  other  process  issued  from  any  court  in  this  State, 
the  following  articles  of  personal  property:  *  *  *  Eighth,  HhQ 
necessary  tools  and  implements  of  any  mechanic,  miner,  or  other 
person,  used  and  kept  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  his  trade  or 
business,  and,  in  addition  thereto,  stock  in  trade  not  exceeding  four 
hundred  dollars  in  value."     Gen.  Stat  473,  474,  §  3. 

The  evidence  showed  that  the  plaintiff  resided  iu  Wyandotte, 
Kansas;  that  he  was  the  head  of  a  family;  that  he  was  a  watch- 
maker and  jeweller  by  trade,  and  that  he  carried  on  the  business  in 
Wyandotte,  Kansas,  of  making  and  repairing  watches  and  jewelry, 
and  of  buying  and  selling  watches  and  jewelry.  This  business  was 
all  carried  on  in  one  room.  That  is,  the  plaintiff  made,  repaired, 
and  sold  said  watches  and  jewelry  all  in  the  same  room.  Ho  kept 
one  lamp  to  light  this  room,  two  show-cases  in  which  to  show  and 
display  his  watches  and  jewelry,  two  tables  on  which  to  support  the 
show-cases,  and  one  iron  frame  to  protect  one  of  said  show-eases. 
These  articles  were  all  used  in  the  plaintiff's  business,  and  wore  so 
used  with  respect  to  the  goods  manufaq^nred  by  the  plaintiff  him- 
self, as  well  as  to  those  purchased  of  others.  The  defendant  took 
all  these  articles  from  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  also  took 
thirty-seven  articles  of  jewelry  manufactured  by  tl>e  plaintiff  him- 
self for  the  purpose  of  sale,  and  kept  by  him  for  that  purpose. 
Several  of  these  thirty-seven  articles  were  not  fully  completed  when 
the  defendant  took  them,  but  the  most  of  them  were.  The  defend- 
ant also  took  a  large  number  of  other  articles  of  jewelry  purchased 
by  the  plaintiff  for  sale,  and  kept  by  him  for  that  purpose.  The 
plaintiff  claims  that  all  of  the  foregoing  articles,  the  lamp,  the 
show-cases,  the  tables,  the  iron  frame,  and  the  jewelry,  were  exempt 
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from  attachment  and  execution,  and  therefore  that  they  were  all 
reserved  to  him  by  said  deed  of  assignment,  and  therefore  that  the 
defendant  had  no  right  to  take  them.  It  will  be  noticed  from  the 
foregoing  facts  that  the  plaintiff  was  both  a  manufacturer  and  a 
merchant.  As  a  merchant  merely,  we  do  not  think  that  the  plain- 
tiff could  hold  any  of  said  articles  as  exempt  from  attachment  or 
execution.  Giiptil  v.  McFee,  9  Kans.  30;  Grimes  v.  Brync^  2  Minn. 
90.  Therefore  all  of  said  articles  which  the  plaintiff  purchased 
and  kept  for  sale  merely  for  speculation,  were  not  exempt  from 
attachment  or  execution,  for  he  held  them  merely  in  the  character 
of  a  merchant.  And  if  said  show-case,  etc.,  were  necessary  to  the 
plaintiff's  business  only  in  his  character  as  a  merchant,  then  we 
would  think  that  they  also  were  not  exempt.  If,  however,  they 
were  necessary  for  the  plaintiff's  business  in  his  character  as  a  manu- 
facturer, then  we  would  thmk  that  they  were  exempt  as  *'  tools  and 
implements."  From  the  evidence  in  the  case  it  would  seem  that 
the  lamp  at  least  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff's  business  as  a 
manufacturer.  Possibly  some  of  the  other  articles  may  also  have 
been  necessary  to  him  as  a  manufacturer.  And  as  it  would  seem 
from  the  evidence  that  one  at  least  (and  perhaps  more)  of  said  arti- 
cles was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff's  business  as  a  manufacturer,  the 
question  of  whether  it  was  so  necessary  or  not,  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  jury.  We  also  think  that  said  thirty-seven  arti- 
cles of  jewelry  manufactured  by  the  plaintiff  himself  were  exempt 
as  **  stock  in  trade."  Sleivart  v  Welton,  32  Mich.  56.  Some  of 
them  were  completed  and  some  of  them  were  not.  Evidently  those 
not  completed  were  exempt.  But  we  would  think  that  the  others 
were  also  exempt.  The  exemption  laws  are  to  be  liberally  con- 
strued so  as  to  effect  the  humane  purpose  designed  by  the  legisla- 
ture in  enacting  them.  If  it  were  held  that  the  raw  material  in 
the  hands  of  a  mechanic  or  tradesman  was  exempt,  but  that  the 
goods  manufactured  out  of  snch  raw  material  and  kept  by  such 
mechanic  or  tradesman  for  sale  were  not  exempt,  it  would  be  to 
discourage  such  mechanic  or  tradesman  from  using  his  time  and 
skill  in  manufacturing  his  raw  materials  into  goods  for  the  purpose 
of  selling  them.  This  would  be  a  violation  of  the  spirit  of  this  par- 
ticular provision  of  the  exemption  laws.  One  of  the  objects  of  the 
exemption  laws  in  exempting  the  tools  and  implements  of  a 
mechanic,  miner,  etc.,  and  in  exempting  a  certain  amount  of  his 
stock  in  trade  is,  to  encourage  him  to  be  industrious  so  that  he  may 
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earn  a  livelihood  for  lumself  and  family  ;  but  if,  when  he  uses  his 
tools  and  implements,  and  such  of  his  stock  in  trade  as  consists  of 
raw  materials,  in  manufacturing  goods,  these  goods  may  be  imme- 
diately seized  on  attachment  or  execution,  he  would  not  be  encour- 
aged in  using  his  tools  and  implements  and  such  stock  in  trade  in 
manufacturing  goods.  Such  a  construction  of  the  exemption  laws 
would  tend  to  encourage  idleness  instead  of  industry.  A  mechanic 
would  not  like  to  so  use  his  raw  material  as  to  lose  both  it  and  his 
labor.  The  words  "  stock  in  trade,'*  we  think,  are  broad  enough  to 
cover,  not  only  the  raw  materials  from  which  the  mechanic  intends 
to  manufacture  goods,  but  also  to  cover  the  manufactured  goods 
themselves;  and  they  are  also  broad  enough  to  cover  not  only  goods 
manufactured  for  particular  customers  upon  special  orders,  but 
also  to  cover  goods  manufactured  for  sale  to  customers  generally,  or 
to  any  person  who  might  afterwai'd  choose  to  purchase.  Some 
mechanics  or  tradesmen,  like  tailors,  manufacture  nearly  all  their 
goods  upon  special  orders,  while  others,  like  miners  of  coal  (and  the 
statute  specially  mentions  "  miners,"  )  prepare  their  goods  for  cus- 
tomers generally,  and  without  reference  to  special  orders,  or  to 
whom  any  specific  articles  shall  go.  Now  we  would  suppose  that 
the  coal  procured  by  a  miner  for  customers  generally  would  be 
equally  exempt  with  the  coat  made  by  a  tailor  for  a  particular  cus- 
tomer. The  amount  exempted  as  "stock  in  trade,"  is  of  course 
limited;  and  if  the  mechanic,  miner,  or  tradesman,  takes  a  portion 
of  it  in  manufactured  goods,  he  cannot  of  course  take  so  much  of  it 
in  raw  material.  In  the  aggregate  the  value  of  the  articles,  manu- 
factured and  unmanufactured,  exempted,  as  **  stock  in  trade,'*  can- 
not exceed  four  hundred  dollars. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  will  be  reversed,  and  cause 
remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

All  the  justices  concurring. 

Judgment  reversid. 
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Grant  v.  Dabnby, 

(10  Kans.  888.) 
Caniraet  —  ^^upportof  family"  —  physician's  serviees, 

A  requeeted  B  to  let  "  C  and  his  family  have  whatever  they  might  want 
for  their  sapport,"  and  promised  to  pay  him  therefor.  B,  at  the  instance  of 
the  family,  employed  a  physician  to  attend  them.  £^9^,  that  B  could  not 
recover  from  A,  for  his  services  and  the  medicines  famished  by  him. 

rpHE  opinion  states  the  facts. 

McClure  £  Humphrey^  for  plaintiff  in  error* 

Oilkerson  dt  Lane^  for  defendant  in  error. 

H0RT0N>  G.  J.  The  facts  in  this  case  are  substantially  these : 
The  plaintiff  in  error  sent  to  W.  E.  Dabney  a  letter,  of  which  the 
following  is  a  copy  : 

"  Victoria,  Ellis  Oounty,  October  1st,  1873. 
**  Mr.  Dabney — Dear  Sir  :  Please  let  Mr.  Seth  and  family  have 
whatever  they  may  want  for  their  support,  and  I  will  repay  you  for 
the  same.  George  Grant.'* 

During  the  months  of  October  and  November,  1873,  the  said  W. 
£.  Dabney,  at  the  request  of  the  Seth  family,  members  of  whom  at 
the  time  were  very  ill,  procured  one  L.  Watson,  then  a  practicing 
physician  and  surgeon,  to  attend  the  family,  and  during  said  months 
Watson  furnished  medicines  and  professional  services  of  the  value 
of  $200.  The  question  is  presented,  whether  the  plaintiff  in  error 
is  liable  to  the  defendant  in  error  for  said  claim  under  the  written 
instrument  above  described.  The  District  Court  decided  he  was, 
and  hence  this  action  to  reverse  the  judgment.  It  is  well  under- 
stood that,  in  construing  written  instruments,  effect  should  be 
given,  if  possible,  to  all  the  words  contained  therein,  and  that  the 
language  employed  should  be  taking  in  its  usual,  common,  and  ordi- 
nary signification.  Nothing  is  contained  in  the  record  as  to  the 
situation  or  business  of  the  parties  to  this  action  at  the  date  of  the 
letter,  or  written  order,  and  hence  we  are  not  advised  of  the  par* 
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pose  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  in  delivering  the  writing,  except  as  we 
may  gather  his  intentions  from  the  words  used  by  him.  We  may 
fairly  assume,  however,  that  the  defendant  in  error  was  not  a  phy- 
sician, nor  a  dealer  in  medicines,  otherwise  he  would  not  have 
employed  another  to  attend  and  furnish  the  services  and  articles 
sued  for  to  the  Seth  family  in  their  sickness.  Under  these  rules 
of  construction,  and  this  view  of  the  case,  we  do  not  think  the 
action  of  the  defendant  in  error  should  have  been  sustained  by  the 
District  Court  upon  the  petition  in  the  case  and  the  evidence  sub- 
mitted. The  written  authority  provides  that  Dabney  should  let  the 
Seth  family  have  whatever  they  might  want  for  their  support.  Now 
the  word  let,  thus  used,  ordinarily  means  to  grant  possession,  to 
give,  to  furnish,  etc.  If  A  says  to  B,  **  Please  let  C  have  a  horse 
and  I  will  pay  for  it,"  the  common  understanding  of  the  language 
would  be  that  B  was  to  furnish  one  of  his  own  horses,  or  a  horse 
in  his  possession,  to  C,  and  not  that  D  should  sell  his  horse  to  C 
and  that  B  should  charge  and  collect  of  A  the  value  thereof. 
Again,  the  word  "support"  is  generally  used  to  mean  articles  for 
the  sustenance  of  the  family,  as  food,  etc.  It  is  true,  in  some  cases 
it  would  include  medicines  and  medical  services  as  necessaries  ;  but 
it  is  evident  to  us  that  it  was  not  the  intention  or  purpose  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error  to  give  the  word  such  a  broad  signification,  and 
Dabney  could  not  have  reasonably  so  interpreted  it.  To  hold  the 
language  of  the  letter  to  extend  to  the  claim  for  medicines  and 
medical  treatment  furnished  by  others  than  the  party  to  whom  the 
letter  was  addressed,  would  be  giving  a  forced  and  strained  con- 
struction not  authorized  in  the  writing.  If  the  meaning  of  the 
word  "  support  "  is  to  be  extended  beyond  its  common  import,  it 
is  difficult  to  determine  the  limit  of  the  liability  assumed  by  the 
writer.  Further  to  "  repay"  does  not  necessarily  mean  to  pay 
money.  It  has  also  the  meaning  of  return,  restore,  etc.;  and  to 
hold  that  Grant  had  the  right  to  repay  in  kind  of  articles  furnished 
for  the  support  of  Mr.  Seth  and  family,  would  not  be  at  variance 
with  the  language  of  the  order.  The  construction  of  the  court 
below  of  the  written  authority  gave  to  its  language  an  unusual  one, 
and  one  which  the  mass  of  mankind  viewing  the  question  would 
not  agree  to. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  will  be  reversed. 

All  the  justices  concurring. 

Judgment  reversed* 
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Libel —justification  in  civil  action. 

The  OoDBtitation  of  Kansas  provides  that :  "  The  liberty  of  the  press  shall  he 
inviolate;  and  all  persons  may  freely  speak,  write  or  publish  their  senti- 
ments on  all  subjects,  being  responsible  for  the  abuse  of  such  right ;  and 
In  all  civil  or  criminal  actions  for  libel,  the  truth  may  be  given  in  evidence 
to  the  jury,  and  if  it  shall  appear  that  the  alleged  libellous  matter  was  pub* 
liflhed  for  justifiable  ends,  the  accused  party  shall  be  acquitted."  In  a  civil 
action  against  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper  for  libel,  where  the  defendant 
justified,  the  court  charged  that  proof  of  the  truth  of  the  words  in  question 
was  not  a  defense,  but  only  went  to  mitigate  damages,  and  that  the  defend, 
ant  must  also  show  that  he  published  the  words  with  good  motives  and 
for  justifiable  ends,  and  that  if  he  acted  honestly,  for  good  purposes,  and 
for  justifiable  ends,  he  was  to  be  excused.  Held^  error.  The  truth  of 
the  matter  cliarged  is  a  complete  justification. 

ACTION  for  libel  by  reason  of  a  communication  published  by 
the  defendant  in  his  newspaper,  over  the  correspondent's  sig- 
nature.  The  opinion  states  the  facts.  The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict, 
which  was  set  aside,  and  he  brought  eiTor. 

Byroii  Slierry  and  Scott  Ashlon,  for  plaintiff. 

T.  A.  Hitrd,  for  defendant. 

HoRTON,  C.  J.  This  was  an  action  commenced  in  the  District 
Court  of  Leavenworth  county,  to  recover  damages  for  libel.  The 
petition  alleges  in  substance,  that  the  defendant  was  editor,  pro- 
prietor, and  publisher,  of  the  Leavenworth  Daily  Commercial,  a 
newspaper  printed  in  the  city  of  Leavenworth,  and  that  on  the 
20th  of  January,  1875,  there  was  published  in  the  said  paper,  of 
and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  a  certain  false  and  malicious  hbel,  in 
words  as  follows,  to  wit : 

"  The  Insurance  Department  of  our  State  will  in  all  probability 
be  subject  to  a  thorough  investigation,  as  a  bill  has  already  been 
introduced  into  the  Senate  to  investigate.     This  is  right    Every 
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insurance  company  in  the  State  is  willing  an  investigation  be  had. 
Mr.  Russell,  ex-superintendent,  invites  it,  and  the  present  superin- 
tendent is  anxious  for  the  same. 

**  There  is  a  cadaverous-looking  individual  of  Leavenworth  loaf- 
ing around  here  who  seems  exceedingly  anxious  for  an  investiga- 
tion, in  hopes  that  the  superintendent  will  be  done  away  with  and 
the  department  presided  over  by  the  auditor.  A  clerkship  in  the 
dim  distance  makes  him  enthuse.  I  cannot  blame  Castle  much, 
knowing  that  board  and  other  bills  too  numerous  to  mention  have 
been  pressing  him  for  some  time,  and  then  doubtless  the  North- 
western Life  would  be  glad  to  hear  from  him  as  he  was  published 
as  a  defaulter  to  that  company.  He  is  one  of  the  most  promising 
individuals  (to  his  landlords)  I  know  of,  and  the  cry  of  fraud  from 
such  a  completely  played-out  insurance  agent  has  but  little 
bearing  with  an  intelligent  body  of  legislators.  If  his  caliber  was 
as  large  as  his  bore,  he  would  be  a  success.  Jack." 

In  answer  to  the  petition,  defendant  set  up  three  defenses,  first, 
an  admission  that  the  article  complained  of  was  pubHshed  in 
defendant's  paper,  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiflf,  but  denied  that 
the  same  was  published  with  malice;  second,  that  defendant  had  no 
l)ersonal  knowledge  of  the  publication  of  the  article  at  the  time  of 
its  publication,  with  the  further  allegation,  that  the  several  matters 
and  things  in  the  article,  complained  of  as  defamatory,  were  true, 
and  published  for  justifiable  ends  and  purposes ;  and  Ihirdy  a  gen- 
eral denial.  To  the  answer  plaintiff  filed  a  reply,  denying  gen- 
erally, save  and  except  what  was  admitted,  all  the  allegations  in 
the  answer.  When  the  case  came  on  for  trial,  it  was  submitted  to 
a  jury,  and  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  for  $1,250,  whereupon 
defendant  gave  notice  of  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  filed, 
and  after  being  argued  was  by  the  court  sustained,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  court  had  erred  in  its  instructions  to  the  jury. 
The  plaintiff  excepted,  and  has  brought  the  case  here  for  review. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  the  court  below  granted  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  jury  was  misdi- 
rected by  the  following  instructions,  viz. : 

"  The  fact  of  the  language  being  true,  is  not  alone  an  answer  to 
the  charge,  but  can  only  be  shown  in  mitigation  of  damages. 
"It  is  not  a  defense  simply  to  show  the  truth  of  the  matter  pub- 
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lishedy  but  the  party  must  go  further,  and  show  that  it  was  not 
only  true,  but  that  he  acted  with  good  motives  and  for  a  justifiable 
end,  and  that  he  had  some  purpose  in  view  that  was  justifiable.  If 
that  be  the  ease,  if  he  acts  honestly  for  good  purposes  and  for 
justifiable  ends,  and  what  he  says  is  true,  then  he  is  to  be  excused 
or  acquitted." 

In  the  condition  of  the  case,  we  must  first  inquire  whether  the 
instructions  above  set  forth  were  improperly  given  on  the  trial. 
If  erroneous  as  a  statement  of  the  law  controlling  the  case,  they 
certainly  may  have  misled  the  jury.  If  correct  in  principle,  and 
applicable  under  the  issues  presented,  the  court  erred  in  granting 
a  new  trial  for  the  reason  given.  An  examination  of  this  question 
will  lead  to  a  brief  review  of  the  law  of  libel  in  both  criminal  and 
civil  prosecutions,  so  far  as  to  consider  and  determine  when  a 
defendant  may  be  permitted  to  give  the  truth  in  evidence  as  a  full 
justification  of  alleged  libellous  matter. 

It  was  at  one  time  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  that  the  truth 
of  the  charge,  however  honorable  and  praiseworthy  the  motives  of 
the  publisher,  could  not  be  given  in  evidence  in  a  criminal  prose- 
cution. Hence  originated  the  familiar  maxim,  '^  The  greater  the 
truth,  the  greater  the  libel.'*  This  doctrine  was  based  upon  the 
theory,  that  where  it  was  honestly  believed  a  particular  person  had 
committed  a  crime,  it  was  the  duty  of  him  who  so  believed  or  so 
knew  to  cause  the  offender  to  be  prosecuted  and  brought  to  jus- 
tice, as  in  a  settled  state  of  government  a  party  grieved  ought  to 
complain  for  an  injury  to  the  settled  course  of  law  ;  and  to  neglect 
this  duty,  and  publish  the  offense  to  the  world,  thereby  bringing  the 
party  published  into  disgrace  or  ridicule,  without  an  opportunity 
to  show  by  the  judgment  of  a  court  that  he  was  innocent,  was 
libellous  ;  and  if  the  matter  charged  was  in  fact  true  (thereby  in- 
sunng  social  ostracism),  the  Injury  caused  by  the  publication  was 
much  greater  than  where  the  publication  was  false.  A  false 
publication.  It  was  contended,  could  be  explained  and  ex- 
posed ;  a  true  one  was  difficult  to  explain  away.  As  an  addi- 
tional reason  for  this  rule,  it  was  also  held  that  such  publica- 
tions, even  if  true,  were  provocative  of  breaches  of  the  peace,  and 
the  greater  the  truth  contained  therein  the  greater  the  liability  of 
hostile  meetings  therefrom.  That  this  was  the  true  rule  of  the 
oommon  law  has  been  denied  by  many  of  the  ablest  jurists 
in  both  England  and  America,  who  maintained  that  the  liberty  of 
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the  press  consisted  in  tlie  right  to  publish  with  impunity,  truth, 
with  good  motives  and  for  justifiable  ends,  whether  it  respected 
government,  magistracy,  or  individuals.  It  certainly  was  derived 
from  the  polluted  source  of  the  star-chamber,  and  was  considered 
at  the  time  an  Innovation,  but  like  some  other  precedents,  although 
arbitrarily  and  unjustly  established,  it  came  to  be  followed  gen- 
erally by  the  courts,  and  sustained  as  the  law  of  the  land.  In 
1804r,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  this  principle  of  law  was  recog- 
nized and  asserted  in  the  case  of  Tlie  People  v.  CroswelL  In  that 
case  the  defendant  was  prosecuted  for  libel  for  having  published 
in  his  newspaper,  at  Hudson,  in  that  State,  called  the  Wasp,  the 
charge  against  Thomas  Jefferson,  then  president,  that  he  (Jeffer- 
son) paid  Callender  for  calling  Washington  a  traitor,  a  robber,  and 
a  perjurer.  The  defendant,  through  his  counsel,  Alexander 
Hamilton,  applied  to  the  judge  at  the  circuit  to  put  off  the  trial  to 
obtain  the  testimony  of  Callender  to  prove  the  publication  true. 
Lewis,  C.  J.,  presiding,  denied  the  motion,  because  the  testimony 
was  inadmissible,  as  the  truth  of  the  fiujts  charged  as  libellous  did 
not  amount  to  a  complete  justification.  3  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  Cases. 
336.  This  case  attracted  so  much  attention  that,  after  a  verdict 
of  guilty  had  been  rendered,  and  while  the  case  was  pending  in 
the  courts  ot  New  York  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  legisla 
ture  of  that  State  i)assed  a  law  providing  that  in  every  prosecution 
for  writing  or  publishing  any  libel,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
defendant,  upon  the  trial,  U)  give  in  evidence,  in  his  defense,  the 
truth  of  the  matter  contained  in  the  publication  charged  as  libel- 
lous, and  that  such  evidence  should  not  be  a  justification,  unless  it 
should  be  further  made  satisfactorily  to  appear  that  the  matter 
charged  as  libellous  was  published  with  good  motives  and  for  justi- 
fiable ends.  Since  the  adoption  of  the  New  York  statute  declara- 
tory of  the  law  of  libel  in  criminal  actions,  nearly  every  State  in 
the  Union  has  made  the  subject  a  matter  of  Constitutional  or 
statutory  provision.  The  wise  framers  of  our  own  constitution, 
peculiarly  acquainted  with  the  beneficial  influences  of  free  discus- 
sion and  a  free  press, as  participants  in  the  historical  incidents  and 
conflicts  surrounding  the  settlement  of  the  Territory  of  Kansas, 
modified  the  tyrannical  and  harsh  rule  of  the  common  law  as  stated 
in  the  star-chamber  of  England,  and  thereafter  generally  under- 
stood and  interpreted,  by  providing  in  section  11  of  our  bill  of 
rights,  that  — 


Digitized  by 


Google 


JULY  TERM,  1877.  131 


Castle  V.  Houston. 


"  The  liberty  of  the  press  shall  be  inviolate  ;  and  all  persons 
may  freely  speak,  write,  or  publish  their  sentiments  on  all  subjects, 
being  responsible  for  the  abuse  of  such  right ;  and  in  all  civil  or 
criminal  actions  for  libel,  the  truth  may  be  given  in  evidence  to  the 
jni-y,  and  if  it  shal]  appear  that  the  alleged  libellous  matter  was 
pubHshedfor  justifiable  ends,  the  accused  party  shall  be  acquitted." 

Nevertheless,  these  framers,  in  a  spirit  of  wisdom,  and  to  pre- 
serve order,  were  careful  not  to  give,  as  against  the  interests  of  the 
pablic,  complete  license  even  to  the  truth  when  published  for  the 
gratification  of  the  worst  of  passions,  or  to  affect  the  peace  and 
happiness  of  society.  They  prescribe  that  the  accused  should  be 
acquitted,  not  on  proof  of  the  tmth  of  the  charge  alone,  but  it 
should  further  appear  the  publication  was  made  for  justifiable  ends. 
Following  the  intendment  of  the  Constitution,  the  legislature 
afterward  provided  in  the  act  relating  to  crimes  and  punishments 
that  — 

**  In  all  prosecutions  or  indictments  for  libel,  the  truth  thereof 
may  be  given  in  evidence  to  the  jury,  and  if  it  appears  to  them 
that  the  matter  as  charged  as  libellous  was  true,  and  was  published 
with  good  motives  and  for  justifiable  ends,  the  defendant  shall  be 
acquitted."  §  272,  Gen.  Stat.  376. 

But  the  law-makers,  jealous  of  the  liberty  of  the  press,  and  fear- 
ing the  construction  of  the  law  by  the  courts  in  such  prosecution^ 
further  provided  in  a  succeeding  section  of  the  same  act,  that  — 

"In  all  indictments  or  prosecutions  for  libel,  the  jury,  after 
having  received  the  direction  of  the  court,  shall  have  the  right  to 
determine,  at  their  discretion,  the  law  and  the  fact."  §  275,  Gen. 
Stat  377. 

While  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  as  generally  applied,  was  so 
exacting  and  rigorous  to  the  defense  of  justification  in  criminal 
prosecutions  for  libel,  a  different  doctrine  was  applicable  in  civil 
cases.  In  the  case  of  King  v.  Root,  4  Wend.  114,  139,  Chancellor 
Walworth  clearly  states  this  difference  as  follows  :  **  The  diflS- 
culty  which  existed  in  England,  previous  to  Mr.  Fox's  libel  act, 
was  that  in  criminal  prosecutions  the  defendant  was  not  pennitted 
to  give  the  truth  in  evidence  ;  and  yet  the  jury  were  required  to 
imply  malice.  But  in  civil  cases,  the  defendant  was  permitted  to 
give  the  truth  in  evidence  as  a  full  justification.  Such  was 
declared  to  be  the  law  by  the  judges  at  the  time  that  bill  was  under 
discussion  in  Parliament,  and  there  never  has  been   any  alteration 
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of  the  law  in  England  on  this  subject  in  civil  suits."  The  case  of 
King  v.  Rooi^  supra,  was  originally  tried  at  one  of  the  circuits  in 
New  York  before  Hon.  Samuel  R  Betts.  The  defendants,  King 
and  Verplanck,  were  editors  of  the  Netn  York  American,  printed 
in  the  city  of  New  York  in  1824.  These  editors  published  con- 
cerning one  Root,  lieutenant-governor  of  that  State,  among  other 
things,  that  in  August  of  that  year  he  addressed  the  State  Senate, 
then  in  session,  "  while  blind  with  passion  and  rum,  when  he  was 
unwashed,  unshaven,  haggard,  with  tobacco-juice  trickling  from 
the  corners  of  his  mouth,  and  in  a  condition  outraging  all  order, 
decency  and  forbearance. ''  Root  brought  a  civil  action  to  recover 
damages  for  the  alleged  libel,  and  the  defendants  admitted  the 
publication  and  pleaded  the  truth  as  justification.  The  trial  judge 
instructed  the  jury,  "if  the  defendants  had  only  published  the 
truth,  they  had  an  unquestionable  right  to  do  that,  and  they  must 
be  acquitted.'* 

Blackstone,  in  his  Commentaries,  asserts  that  the  truth  could 
always  be  given  in  civil  cases  in  justification  of  libel,  and  seems  to 
consider  the  defendant's  exemption  in  such  instances  as  extended 
to  him  in  consideration  of  his  merit  in  having  warned  the  public 
against  the  evil  practices  of  a  delinquent  He  says  that  it  is 
damnum  absque  injuria ,  intimating  that  the  acts  of  the  defendant, 
who  justifies  a  libellous  publication,  does  not  constitute  a  wrong  in 
its  legal  sense,  and  then  proceeds  to  observe  that  this  is  agreeable 
to  the  reasoning  of  the  civil  law.  3  Bl.  Com.  125.  This  is  illogi- 
cal ;  and  Starkie  bases  this  exemption  on  the  better  reason,  that 
in  such  instances  the  plaintiff  has  excluded  himself  from  his 
right  of  action  at  law  by  his  own  misconduct,  and  not  to  any 
merit  appertaining  to  tlie  defendant  When  a  plaintiff  is  really 
guilty  of  the  offense  imputed,  he  does  not  offer  himself  to  the 
court  as  a  blameless  party,  seeking  a  remedy  for  a  malicious  mis- 
chief ;  his  original  misbehavior  taints  the  whole  transaction  with 
which  it  is  connected,  and  precludes  him  from  recovering  that 
compensation  to  which  all  innocent  persons  would  be  entitled. 
Polkard's  Starkie  on  Slander  and  Libel,  Am.  ed.,  §  692. 

There  are  many  good  and  sufficient  reasons  why  a  publisher  of 
a  statement,  true  in  fact,  yet  given  to  the  public  with  a  malicious 
design  to  create  mischief,  should  be  amenable  to  the  criminal  laws, 
and  yet  not  be  liable  in  a  civil  action.  On  general  principles  no 
right  to  damages  can  be  founded   on  a  publication  of  the  truth, 
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from  the  consideration  that  the  reason  for  awarding  damages  in 
every  such  case  fails.  The  right  to  compensation  in  point  of 
natural  justice  is  founded  on  deception  and  fraud  which  have  been 
practiced  by  the  defendant  to  the  detriment  of  the  plaintiff.  If  the 
imputation  is  true,  there  is  no  deception  or  fraud,  and  no  right  to  com- 
pensation. The  criminal  action  in  libel  is  supported  to  prevent  and 
restrain  the  commission  of  mischief  and  inconvenience  to  society. 
Take  the  case  of  two  men  who  agree  to  engage  together  in  fisticuffs  : 
the  law  for  the  protection  of  the  peace  of  society  and  to  prevent 
greater  collisions,  may  arrest  and  punish  both  combatants,  and  yet 
neither  may  be  able  to  recover  from  the  other  personal  damages. 
Where  a  person  makes  the  publication  solely  to  disturb  the  har- 
mony and  happiness  of  society,  or  to  maliciously  annoy  and  injure 
the  feelings  of  others  or  to  create  misery  by  exposing  the  latent  and 
personal  defects  of  associates  or  acquaintances,  the  interests  of  the 
public  require  some  preventive  notwithstanding  the  truth  of  the 
publication.  This  is  furnished  by  the  criminal  law.  But  mere 
injury  to  the  imagination  or  feeling,  however  malicious  it  may  be 
iu  its  origin,  or  painful  in  its  consequences,  is  not  properly  the  sub- 
ject of  remedy  by  an  action  for  damages.  Such  offenses  being 
unconnected  with  any  substantive  right,  are  incapable  of  pecuniary 
admeasurement  and  redress.  They  admit  of  no  exact  definition  ; 
and,  therefore,  to  extend  a  remedy  to  such  injuries  generally,  would 
be  productive  of  great  uncertainty  and  inconvenience,  and  open  far 
too  wide  a  field  of  litigation.  Again,  it  seems  to  be  clear  that  a 
party  who  acquires  an  advantage  by  concealing  the  truth,  which 
he  could  not  have  attained  to  had  he  divulged  it,  so  far  is  guilty 
of  fraud  in  the  concealment  that  he  cannot  upon  any  principle 
claim  a  right  to  acquire  that  benefit,  and  therefore  cannot  complain 
that  he  IS  injured  by  the  publication  of  the  truth.  Starkie,  id., 
35.    In  this  view  the  truth  hurts  no  one. 

In  accordance  with  the  doctrine  that  the  defendant  is  justified  in 
law,  and  exempt  from  all  civil  responsibility,  if  that  which  he  pub- 
lishes be  true,  it  is  provided  in  the  Civil  Code,  section  126,  that  — 

'^In  r^l  actions  mentioned  in  the  last  section  (libel  and  slander), 
the  defendant  may  allege  the  truth  of  the  matter  charged  as  de- 
famatory, and  may  prove  the  same  and  any  mitigating  circumstan- 
ces, to  reduce  the  amount  of  damages,  or  he  may  prove  either." 

This  section  of  the  Code  may  be  construed  to  mean,  ^^  in  actions 
for  libel  or  slander,  the  defendant  may  allege  the  truth  of  the  mat- 
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ter  charged  as  defamatory,  and  may  prove  the  same  (as  a  defease 
or  full  justification),  and  (he  may  also  allege)  any  mitigating  cir- 
cumstances (in  the  same  answer)  to  reduce  the  amount  of  damages, 
or  he  may  prove  either  (the  truth  as  a  defense,  or  mitigating  cir- 
cumstances to  reduce  the  damages)."  In  other  words,  under  the 
Code,  the  truth  is  a  full  justification  in  a  civil  action  ;  and  in  the 
absence  of  justification,  mitigating  circumstances  maybe  proved 
to  reduce  the  damages  ;  and  justification  and  mitigation  may  be 
set  forth  in  the  same  answer,  and  the  defendant  may  prove  either, 
or  both.    Gen.  Stat.  653. 

If  it  be  contended  that  within  the  provision  of  the  Constitution 
the  proof  of  the  truth  as  a  defense  in  a  civil  action  is  no  justifica- 
tion, except  it  be  also  made  to  appear  that  the  publication  was  had 
for  justifiable  ends,  we  answer,  that  in  view  of  the  rule  of  law  ap- 
plicable in  such  cases  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  State  Con- 
stitution, we  do  not  think  such  a  construction  proper.  It  is  not 
m  accordance  with  the  spirit  or  the  letter  of  that  instrument.  It 
provides  that  in  civil  and  criminal  actions  the  truth  may  be  given 
in  evidence  to  the  jury,  and  where  an  accused  is  on  trial,  that  is, 
where  a  person  charged  with  a  crime  for  the  publication  of  alleged 
libellous  matter  is  being  tried,  he  is  not  to  be  acquitted  except  the 
publication  is  true  and  the  same  was  published  for  justifiable  ends. 
In  chat  event  only  is  iheacctised  party  en  titled  to  an  acquittal.  The 
word  ^^ accused ^^  is  used  in  the  Constitution  ;  and  an  "accused" 
being  one  who  is  charged  with  a  crime  or  misdemeanor,  it  cannot 
well  be  said  to  apply  to  a  defendant  m  a  civil  action.  If  the  motive 
of  the  party  publishing  the  truth  is  to  be  considered  in  civil  suits, 
under  the  Constitution,  then  the  section  quoted,  instead  of  operat- 
ing to  the  protection  of  individuals  charged  in  personal  sictions  for 
damages  for  the  publication  of  alleged  libellous  matter,  as  was 
doubtless  intended  by  the  framers  of  the  Constitution,  would  have 
the  effect  to  hold  parties  responsible  in  cases  where  at  the  common 
law  they  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict.  The  Constitution  contains 
no  grant  of  powers  to  the  legislature.  It  is  only  a  limitation  on 
the  exercise  of  its  authority  ;  and  the  legislature,  in  its  discretion, 
has  the  right  to  pass  any  act  not  violative  of  the  State  or  Federal 
Constitutions.  The  object  of  section  11  of  the  bill  of  rights  was 
to  prevent  the  passage  of  any  law  in  Kansas  restraining  or  abridging 
the  liberty  of  speech  and  of  the  press.  By  it,  the  harsh  rule  of  the 
common  law,  as   generally  recognized    in   libel   prosecutions,  was 
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greatly  modified ;  bat  we  cannot  seriously  think  that  it  was  in*  ' 
tended  thereby  to  abrogate  that  principle  of  the  common  law  — 
sustained  and  upheld  under  the  exacting  and  arbitrary  construc- 
tion of  libels  in  England-  that  proof  of  the  truth  is  a  complete 
justification  in  all  civil  actions.  Nor  can  we  believe  that  thereby  it 
was  intended  that  the  legislative  power  of  the  State  was  forever 
deprived  of  conferring  the  right  upon  a  defendant  in  a  civil  action 
of  libel  to  plead  the  truth  of  the  words  charged  as  a  full  and  com- 
plete defense.  To  assert  otherwise  would  be  to  assert  that  the 
Constitution  abridged  and  curtailed  the  liberty  of  the  press  in  civil 
actions  more  than  the  common  law  —  more  than  the  provisions  of 
the  Constitutions  of  other  States.  The  modification  of  the  com- 
mon law  by  the  Constitution  we  construe  in  favor  of  the  liberty  of 
the  press,  not  against  it.  To  conclude  otherwise  would  be  to 
ignore  the  popular  sentiment  in  Kansas  at  the  adoption  of  the 
Constitution,  and  assume  that  the  successful  contestants  in  behalf  of 
a  free  press  were  forgetful  in  their  victories  of  its  powerful  influences 
in  their  behalf,  or  had  unwittingly  deprived  themselves  of  rights 
allowed  in  England  under  the  sway  of  despotic  monarchs  and  the 
rule  of  arbitrary  judges.  The  Constitution  of  Rhode  Island  pro- 
vides, "  in  all  trials  for  libel,  both  civil  and  criminal,  the  truth, 
unless  published  from  malicious  motives,  shall  be  sufficient  defense 
to  the  person  charged."  And  it  was  held  in  that  State  that  the 
truth  of  the  charge  is  a  good  defense  in  a  civil  action  for  libel. 
Perry  y.  Mann,  1  R.  I.  263.  From  our  review  of  the  authorities, 
the  provision  of  our  Constitution,  the  Civil  and  Criminal  Codes,  we 
deduce  these  important  principles  : 

First  In  all  criminal  prosecutions,  the  truth  of  the  libel  is  no 
defense  unless  it  was  for  public  benefit  that  the  matters  charged 
should  be  published  ;  or  in  other  words,  that  the  alleged  libellous 
matter  was  ti'ue  in  fact,  and  was  published  for  justifiable  ends  ;  but 
in  all  such  proceedings  the  jury  have  the  right  to  determine  at  their 
discretion  the  law  and  the  fact. 

Second.  In  all  civil  actions  of  libel  brought  by  the  party  claiming 
to  have  been  defamed,  where  the  defendant  alleges  and  establishes 
the  truth  of  the  matter  charged  as  defamatory,  such  defendant  is 
justified  in  law,  and  exempt  from  all  civil  responsibility.  In  such 
actions  the  jury  must  receive  and  accept  the  direction  of  the  court 
as  to  the  law. 

Under  this  view,  the  court  below  misdirected  the  jury  in  a  very 
material  point,  and  properly,  on  attention  being  again  called  to  the 
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matter  by  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  granted  such  motion^  and  set 
the  case  again  for  hearing.  The  instructions  given  might  have 
been  applicable  in  a  criminal  proceeding,  where  the  motive  of  the 
publication  is  important,  and  where  the  jury  have  the  right  to  de- 
termine the  law  as  well  as  the  fact ;  but  were  erroneous  in  a  civil 
action,  where  the  facts  charged  were  proven  in  justification.  The 
instructions  assumed  that  the  truth  is  not  a  full  and  complete  de- 
fense unless  it  was  shown  to  have  been  published  for  good  purposes 
and  justifiable  ends.  This  is  not  correct.  If  the  charges  made  by 
the  defendant  are  true,  however  malicious,  no  action  lies.  Boot  v. 
Kifig,  7  Cow.  613,  632  ;  Townsend  on  Slander  and  Libel,  §  211 ; 
Foss  V.  Hildreth,  10  Allen,  76 ;  Baum  v.  Clause,  5  Hill,  196  ;  1 
Stark,  on  Slander,  229 ;  Rayney.  Taylor,  14  La.  An.  406. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  contends  that  the  instructions  could  not 
have  been  prejudicial  to  the  defendant  in  error,  as  the  plea  of  jus- 
tification was  insufficient  in  form,  and  therefore  the  District  Court 
erred  in  granting  a  new  trial.  The  answer  among  other  things 
alleged  "  that  the  matters  charged  as  defamatory  were  true."  No 
motion  was  filed  in  the  case  to  make  the  answer-  more  definite  or 
certain ;  no  demurrer  was  presented  ;  no  objection  taken  to  the 
evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  charge,  as  we  can  ascertain  ;  and  from 
the  record  we  must  assume  that  the  case  was  tried  on  the  theory 
that  the  defendant  was  attempting  to  show  as  justification  the 
truth  of  the  publication,  and  we  may  assume  that  the  evidence 
tended  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  publication.  Under  these  circum- 
stances the  point  now  made  by  counsel  of  the  plaintiff  as  to  the 
immateriality  of  the  instructions  is  not  well  taken.  The  case  was 
heard  by  the  District  Court  on  the  supposition  that  the  plea  of  jus- 
tification was  sufficiently  formal  —  the  instructions  of  the  court  dis- 
cuss what  is  necessary  to  be  shown  to  make  the  truth  a  full  justi- 
fication, and  the  jury  having  been  misdirected  in  the  hurry  of  tlie 
trial,  no  error  was  committed  in  setting  aside  the  verdict.  Had 
the  action  of  the  court  been  otherwise,  on  proper  application,  we 
would  have  reversed  the  judgment.  If  any  delay  has  resulted  to 
the  plaintiff  in  error  in  obtaining  a  speedy  trial,  it  has  been  caused 
by  the  pendency  of  this  proceeding  in  error  in  this  court,  where  it 
was  brought  by  the  plaintiff.  For  this  action  the  defendant  in 
error  was  not  responsible. 

The  order  of  the  District  Court  setting  aside  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  in  the  case  and  granting  a  new  trial  is  affirmed. 

All  the  justices  concurring. 
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(19  Kans.  445.) 

Orifninallaw —  evidence — prisoner  as  witness — privileged  eommunieoHans^'diS' 
charge  of  jury  in  absence  of  prisoner. 

On  the  trial  of  a  criminal  infonnation,  the  prisoner,  having  testified  on  his 
own  behalf,  cannot,  on  cross-examination,  be  required  to  disclose  commnni- 
cations  between  himself  and  counsel,  in  respect  to  which  he  did  not  testify 
on  his  direct  examination.     (^S^  note,  p.  140.)  * 

On  a  trial  for  felony  it  is  proper  for  the  court  to  discharge  the  jurj,  in  the 
absence  of  the  defendant,  after  they  have  deliberated  without  agreeing  from 
foar  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  until  six  o'clock  the  next  morning. 


I 


NFOBMATION  for  bigamy.     The  opinion  states  the  facts- 
Chase,  Kirkpatrick  (&  Burge,  for  api)ellant. 
Willard  Davis,  attorney-general,  for  the  State. 


HoRTON,  0.  J.     The  defendant  White  was  charged  on  informa-  ' 
tion  with  the  offense  of  bigamy.     The  first  jury  impanelled  to  try 
tlie  cause  could  not  agree,  and  were  discharged  without  finding  a 
verdict;  and  another  jury,  before  which  the  cause  was  tried  at  the , 
same  term,  rendered  a  verdict  of  guilty.     Thereupon  the  defend-  j 
ant  was  sentenced  to  the  penitentiary  for  the  term  of  three  years, 
and  he  now  appeals  to  this  court. 

I.  The  serious  error  alleged  is,  the  action  of  the  court  in  com- 
pelling the  defendant  to  disclose  the  communications  between  him- 
self and  his  attorney.  Evidence  having  been  admitted  concerning 
a  divorce  having  been  granted  between  the  prisoner  and  his  first 
wife,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  prior  to  the  second  marriage,  the 
defendant,  testifying  in  his  own  behalf,  was  required  by  the  court 
to  answer,  on  cross-examination,  "  if  he  had  not  been  consulted  or 
advised  by  his  counsel  in  regard  to  obtaining  a  copy  of  such  decree." 
Objection  was  duly  made  to  the  question  on  the  ground  that  the 
communications  between  counsel  and  client  were  privileged;  but 
the  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  in  so  doing  committed 
material  error.  The  defendant  in  fullv  answering  the  questiop 
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gave  the  advice  of  one  of  his  lawyers  tx)  him.  The  statute  provides 
that  an  attorney  shall  be  incompetent  to  testify  concerning  com- 
munications made  to  him  hy  his  client  in  that  relation,  or  his 
advice  thereon,  without  the  client's  consent.  This  statute  would 
be  of  no  utility  or  benefit,  if  the  client  could  be  compelled,  against, 
his  consent,  to  make  such  disclosures.  It  would  be  absurd  to  pro- 
tect by  legislative  enactment  professional  communications,  and  to 
leave  them  unprotected  at  the  examination  of  the  client.  In  such 
an  event,  in  all  civil  actions,  the  confidential  statements  of  client 
and  counsel  would  be  exposed,  and  likewise  the  same  would  occur 
in  all  criminal  actions  where  the  defendant  should  testify.  The 
authorities  are  otherwise.  The  true  view  seems  to  bo  that  com- 
munications, which  the  lawyer  is  precluded  from  disclosing,  the 
client  cannot  be  compelled  to  disclose.  This  privilege  is  essential 
to  public  justice,  for  did  it  not  exist  no  man  would  dare  to  consult 
a  professional  adviser  with  a  view  to  his  defense,  or  to  the  enfonv- 
ment  of  his  rights.  Whart.  on  Ev.,  §  583;  Heinemoay  y.  Smith, 
28  Vt.  701  ;  Carries  v.  Piatt,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  337;  Merril  v. 
Morgan,  21  Wend.  467;  Williams  v.  Fitch,  18  N.  Y.  546-5:)0; 
Britton  v.  Lorenz,  45  id.  51-59;  Bigler  v,  Reyher,  43  Ind.  112;  1 
Greenl.  on  Ev.,  §§  236-240.  It  is  urged  against  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment  that  the  question  might  have  been  answered  by  "yes,"  or 
'*  no,"  and  that  the  advice  or  conversation  testified  to  was  not  very 
material,  and  could  not  have  been  prejudicial  to  the  rights  of  tlie 
defendant.  We  answer  that  the  District  Court  violated  a  very  im- 
portant rule  of  evidence,  and  forced  the  disclosure  of  privilegetl 
communications  in  a  criminal  case  where  the  liberty  of  the  defend- 
ant was  at  stake  ;  and  we  will  not  stop  to  weigh  the  effect  of  the 
answer,  or  determine  how  far  the  rights  of  the  prisoner  were  sacri- 
ficed. It  is  very  important  to  public  interests  that  the  purpose  of 
the  statute  as  to  such  communications  should  bo  maintained  in  all 
its  rigor.  It  is  the  best  rule.  Obsta  principiis.  If  a  client  sees 
fit  to  be  a  witness,  he  makes  himself  liable  to  a  full  cross-examina- 
tion. But  in  this  case  the  defendant  did  not,  in  his  direct  exam- 
ination, refer  to  his  counsel,  or  any  conversation  with,  or  advice 
from  them;  and  the  question  was  inexcusable.  This  conclusion 
disposes  of  the  case  in  this  court,  but  as  some  other  questions  are 
presented  in  the  briefs  of  counsel,  we  briefly  give  our  views  of  two 
of  them  which  may  upon  a  new  trial,  again  demand  the  attention  of 
the  District  Court 
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IL  Error  is  alleged  m  the  discharge  of  the  jury  on   the  4th  of 
May,  1877,  from  further  consideration  of  the  cause,  in  the  absence 
of  the  defendant  and  his  counsel.     It  appears  that  the  jury,  in  the 
charge  of  the  bailiff  of  the  court,  were  out  deliberating  in  the  case 
after  the  cause  had  been  duly  .submitted  to  them  fourteen  hours 
from  four  o'clock  p.  m.  of  May  3d  to  six  o'clock  a.  m..  May  4th  — 
and  the  records  show  that  they  were  discharged  because  it  ap- 
peared to  the  court  that  the  jury  could  not  agree.     While  it  is  true 
that  the  court  should  not  have  had  the  jurors  called  into  the  court 
room  and  discharged  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant  and  his  coun- 
sel, the  eiTor  committed  thereby  was  an   immaterial  one,  and  for 
which  this  court  would  not  reverse  the  judgment.     Neither  should 
the  motion,  nor  the  plea  in  bar  filed  by  the  defendant,  have  been  sus- 
tained on  account  of  such  action.     I'he  irregularity  of  the  court 
consisted  in  taking  action  in  the   absence  of  the  prisoner  and  his 
counsel,  not  in  the  fact  that  the  jury  were  discharged  after  it  had 
been  made  to  appear  to  the  court  that  they  could  not  agree  upon  a 
verdict,  and  after  a  finding  and  entry  of  this  fact  were  duly  mad« 
a  matter  of  record.     The  court  had  a  right  to  discharge  the  jury 
after  they  had  been  kept  together  until  it  satisfactorily  appeared 
that  there  was  no  probability  of    their  agreeing.     Gen.  Stat.,  ch. 
80;  Civil  Code,  §  281;  and  ch.  82,  Criminal  Code,  §  208.     In   the 
case  of  the  United  States  v.  Perez,  9  Wheat.  579,  it  was  held  that 
the  court  had  the   right  to  order  the  discharge  of  the  jury ;  and 
the  security  which  the  public  have  for  a  faithful,  sound  and  con- 
scientious  exercise   of  this   discretion   rests  in    this,  as  in  other 
cases  upon  the  responsibility  of  the  judge,  under  his  oath  of  office. 
And  it  is  held  by  all  the  Federal  courts,  and  the  courts  of  Massa- 
chusetts, New   York,  Illinois,   Kentucky,   Mississippi,   Iowa,  and 
some  other  States,  that  where  the  jury  have  deliberated  so  long 
without  finding  a  verdict  as  to  preclude  a  reasonable  expectation 
that  they  will  agree,  unless  compelled  to  do  so  by  famine  or  exhaus- 
tion, they  maybe  discharged,  if  the  record  shows  the  necessity  for 
such  action,  without  the  consent  of   the  defendant,  and  the  pris- 
oner to  be  tried  by  another  jury.     In  The  State  v.   Vaughan,  29 
Iowa,  286,  it  was  held  in  a  case  very  similar  to   this,  that  the  de- 
fendant should  have  been  present  at  the  time  the  court  discharged 
the  jury,  but  as  the  defendant  if  present  could  only  have  objected 
to  the  action  of  the  court,  and  since   such  objection  would  and 
must  have  been  unavailing,  no  prejudice  could  have  resulted  from 
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his  absence,  and  hence  such  action  of  the  court  would  not  operate 
to  reverse  the  case,  or  discharge  tlic  prisoner. 

[Omitting  a  question  of  witness.] 

For  the  error  committed  in  the  action  of  the  court  in  compelling 
the  disclosure  of  the  communications  between  the  defendant  and 
his  attorney,  the  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  action  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 

All  the  justices  concurring. 

Judgmsnt  reversed, 

NoTR  BY  THB  Rbportbb.— It  TOBj  be  usoful  to gronp  and  examine  the  adjiidlcationft  on 
the  subject  of  the  prisoaer  as  a  witaess,  to  which  the  recent  statutes  permitting  accused 
persoas  to  testify  on  their  own  behalf  have  given  birth 

Cross-examination  Involving  crimination.— In  Brandon  v.Propte,  42  N.  T.  905.  the 
prisoner  was  asked  on  cross-examination/*  Have  you  ever  been  arrested  before  for  theft!  " 
The  question  was  objected  to  as  an  attack  upon  her  character,  wliich  she  had  not  herself 
put  in  issue,  but  the  court  held,  that  "  no  guggcstion  of  privilege  Iteing  madc^  the  objection 
was  properly  overruled."  It  was  there  said  :  "  The  defendant,  however,  appeared  before 
the  court  below  in  a  double  capacity,  that  of  an  accused  party  on  trial,  and  that  of  a  wit- 
n(>ss.  As  an  accused  party  on  trial,  she  was  entitled  to  the  application  of  the  rule  that  her 
character  could  not  be  attacked  unless  she  herself  opened  the  question.  She  bad  the  ben- 
efit of  it,  as  the  district  attorney  opened  and  closed  his  case,  without  allusion  to  her  char- 
acter. She  however  chose  to  avail  herself  of  the  statute  of  1869,  which  permitted  her  to 
make  herself  a  *  competent  witness '  in  the  case .  She  was  not  compelled  to  take  this  posi- 
tion, the  statute  declaring  that  the  failure  to  testify  should  not  create  any  presumption 
against  her.  She  elected,  however,  to  make  herself  a  witness.  She  became  and  was  a 
competent  witness.  For  this  purpose  she  left  her  position  as  a  defendant,  and,  while  upon 
the  stand,  was  subject  to  the  same  rules,  and  called  upon  by  law  to  submit  to  the  same 
tests  which  could  by  law  be  applied  to  other  witnesses."  "  She  cannot  claim  the  advan- 
tages of  the  position  of  a  witness,  and  at  the  same  time  avoid  its  duties  and  responsibili- 
ties." 

In  Conwn'S  v.  The  Patplc^  50  N.  Y.  240,  the  prisoner  was  asked  on  cross-examination, 
'*how  many  times  have  you  been  arrested  ?  "  This  was  objected  to,  on  the  grround  that 
the  Constitution  provides  that  "  no  man  can  be  compelled  to  be  a  witness  against  himself." 
There  was  no  claim  of  privilege,  and  the  objection  was  held  to  have  been  properly  over- 
ruled, on  the  authority  of  the  Brandon  case.  The  court  said :  "  The  prohibition  in  the 
Constitution  is  against  compelling  an  accused  person  to  become  a  witness  against  himself. 
If  he  consents  to  become  a  witness  in  the  case  voluntarily,  and  without  any  compulsion,  it 
would  seem  to  follow  that  he  occupies  for  the  time  being  the  position  of  a  witness  with  all 
its  rights  and  privileges,  and  subject  to  all  its  duties  and  obligations.  If  he  gives  evidence 
which  bears  against  himself,  it  results  from  his  voluntary  act  of  becoming  a  witness,  and 
not  from  compulsion.  His  act  was  the  primary  cause,  and  if  that  was  voluntary,  he  has 
no  reason  to  complain."  The  chief  judge  also  observed  —  this  was  Ave  years  ago  —  that 
"  the  act  is  not  regarded  with  much  favor  by  the  bench,  bar,  or  the  people." 

We  now  come  to  consider  together  two  cases,  People  v.  Ca^y^  72  N.  Y.  898,  and  Peoplf 
V.  Brown^  Id.  571.  The  former  was  substantially  like  the  Brandon  and  Connon  eaaef^  an<l 
was  decided  in  harmony  with  them.  In  the  latter,  the  prisoner  pleaded  his  privilege,  or 
rather  his  counsel  did  It  for  him,  and  it  was  held  to  excuse  him  from  answering.  The  cases 
are  thus  clearly  distinguishable,  and  Chief  Judge  Church,  in  the  latter,  distinguished  that 
case  from  Brandon  and  Connom  on  the  ground  that  there  the  witness  did  not  claim  his 
privilege.  Judge  Karu  who  delivered  the  opinion  in  the  Carey  case,,  "concurred  In  the  re- 
sult "  of  the  Br^wn  c<i8C,  and  both  were  decided  at  the  same  term.  Some  obiter  expres- 
■ions  of  the  chief  judge  have  called  forth  some  criticism.    Judge  Earl  says  (pp.  9SS-9) : 

'*  When  a  prisoner  offers  himself  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  he  is  subject  to  the  same 
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rules  upon  cross-ezamiDatioii  as  any  other  witness.  He  may  be  asked  questions  disclos- 
ini?  his  past  life  and  conduct,  and  thus  impairing  his  credibility .  Such  questions  nmy  tend 
to  show  that  he  has  before  been  guilty  of  the  same  crime  as  that  for  which  he  is  upon  trial; 
but  they  are  not  on  that  account  incompetent.  When  he  offers  himself  as  a  witness,  and 
seeks  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  statute  which  authorizes  him  to  testify  on  his  own  behalf, 
be  takes  the  hazard  of  such  questions.  He  must  determine,  before  he  offers  himself, 
whether  his  examination  will  benefit  or  injure  him.  The  extent  to  which  such  an  exami- 
nation  may  go  to  test  the  witnesses*  credibility  is  largely  in  the  discretion  of  the  trial 
court." 

Chief  Judge  Church  says  (pp.  57S-4),  that  persons  on  trial  for  criminal  offenses,  "  often 
by  a  species  of  moral  compulsion  are  forced  upon  the  stand  as  witnesses,  and  being  there 
are  obliged  to  run  the  gauntlet  of  their  whole  lives  on  cross-examination,  and  every  im- 
morality,  vice  or  crime  of  which  they  may  have  been  guOty  or  suspected  of  being  guOty, 
is  brought  out  ostensibly  to  affect  credibility,  but  practically  used  to  produce  a  conviction 
for  the  particular  offense  for  which  the  accused  is  being  tried,  upon  evidence  which  other* 
wise  would  be  deemed  insufficient.  Such  a  result  is  manifestly  unjust,  and  every  precau- 
tion should  be  afforded  to  guard  against  it.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  cross-exami- 
nation of  persons  who  are  witnesses  in  their  own  behalf,  when  on  trial  for  criminal  offen- 
ses, should  in  general  be  limited  to  matters  pertinent  to  the  issue,  or  such  as  may  be  proved 
by  other  witnesses.  I  believe  such  a  rule  necessary  to  prevent  a  conviction  for  one  offense 
by  proof  that  the  accused  may  have  been  e^uilty  of  others.  Such  a  result  can  only  be 
avoided  practically  by  the  observance  of  this  rule." 

It  is  evident  that  these  different  expressions  do  not  conflict  with  these  decisions.  The 
remarks  of  Judge  Church  are  evidently  addressed  to  the  excessive  elasticity  of  "  discre- 
tion *' in  trial  judges  who  allow  such  inquiries,  when  privU^e  is  not  claimed.  In  Judge 
Eabl*8  remarks,  which  are  strictly  within  his  case,  there  is  nothing  which  conflicts  with 
the  claim  of  privilege,  and  they  must  be  read  with  reference  to  the  fact  that  no  such  claim 
was  set  up. 

To  be  distinguished  from  the  Brown  ease  Is  CommonwedUh  v.  Nichols^  114  Mass.  285  • 
19  Am.  Rep.  »46.  It  was  there  held  that  where  the  prisoner  becomes  a  witness,  under  the 
statute  which  makes  him  "  a  competent  witness  at  his  own  request  but  not  otherwise,'* 
and  testifies  that  he  did  not  commit  the  crime  of  which  he  stands  accused,  he  may  be  cross- 
examined  as  to  every  thing  relevant  to  the  issue,  although  he  declines  to  answer  on  the 
ground  that  it  would  tend  to  criminate  him.  The  accusation  was  adultery  with  one  Mor- 
ris, in  Middlesex  county,  and  having  testified  that  he  never  had  had  criminal  intercourse 
with  her  then,  he  was  asked  whether  within  a  few  weeks  either  way  he  had  had  criminal  in- 
tercourse with  her .  This  was  strictly  relevant  to  the  issue,  while  in  the  Brown  «ase  the 
question  related  to  other  offenses  than  that  charged  in  the  indictment,  and  had  reference 
solely  to  character.  This  sufBciently  distinguishes  the  cases.  The  court  observe:  *^  A 
party  to  the  cause,  who  voluntarily  offers  himself  as  a  witness,  is  entitled  to  no  more,  and 
in  some  respects  to  less,  protection  than  a  third  person  who  testifies  in  obedience  to  a 
summons.  A  party  taking  the  stand  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf  may  be  cross-exam- 
ined in  relation  to  a  communication  between  himself  and  his  counsel,  as  to  which  the  lat- 
ter would  not  be  allowed  to  testify.  Wolmrn  v.  Hetishaw,  101  Mass .  198 ;  s .  c . ,  8  Am.  Rep. 
333.  And  a  refusal  to  answer  a  question,  on  the  ground  that  it  might  criminate  btm^  ig 
competent  evidence  against  him  when  it  would  not  be  against  an  ordinary  witness.  Ai^ 
dreu»  V.  Frye,  104  Mass.  234."  **  The  object  of  these  statutea  is  not  to  protect  or  assiti 
erimUuEls^  but  to  promote  the  discovery  of  truth,"  etc. 

To  the  same  purport  is  State  v.  Wentworth^  65  Me.  284 ;  20  Am.  Rep.  688.  The  prisoner 
was  indicted  for  illegally  selling  intoxicating  liquors.  Being  called  as  a  witness  on  his  own 
behalf,  he  was  asked  on  cross-examination  concerning  other  sales  than  the  one  in  ques- 
tion His  counsel  objected  on  the  grounds  of  irrelevancy  and  privilege.  It  was  held  that 
the  accused  had  waived  his  constitutional  privilege  by  becoming  a  witness,  that  he  could 
not  claim  his  privilege  against  the  questions  asked  him,  and  that  the  privilege  was  hit 
alone,  and  not  that  of  his  counsel.  On  the  last  ground  the  decision  is  inconsistent  with 
the  Brown  case,  for  there  the  privilege  was  claimed  by  counsel  for  the  witness.  The  ques- 
tions were  held  to  be  pertinent  to  the  issue,  to  prove  or  tend  to  prove  the  sale  in  question. 
The  court  say :    "  A  sale  is  denied.    Before  selling,  he  must  have  liquors  to  sell.    Selling 
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implies  having.  It  is  important  to  prove  having.  Having  been  admitted,  for  what  pur- 
pose were  they  "  — (i.  «r..  bottles  of  liquor)—  **  had  f  "  etc.  To  prove  the  *'  having  "  it  was 
not  necessary  to  prove  the  former  "  selling  ''  It  seems  to  us  that  the  proper  distinction  is 
this ;  **  While  Vie  jn-isonery  having  made  himadf  a  witness^  cannot  decline  to  ansiccr 
relevant  inquiries  on  Vie  ground  that  it  may  tend  to  convict  him  of  the  crime  in  que^ 
tion,  yet  he  may  decline  to  ainnver  such  inquiries  as  tend  to  convict  of  other  offenses  fiot 
in  question.  To  sustain  the  ruling  on  the  point  that  the  privilege  was  not  asserted  by  the 
party  himself,  the  court  cite  the  Brandon  and  the  Connors  cases,  which  do  not  involve  or 
discuss  this  point. 

Cross-examination  iuvolvlus:  oonfldentlal  oommtunioatlons.— In  DuUenttofcr  v. 
State^  8t  Ohio  St.  91,  it  is  held  that  where  the  accused  in  a  criminal  trial  becomes  a  wit- 
ness on  his  own  behalf,  he  cannot  be  compelled,  on  cross-examination,  to  disclose  the 
tx>nfldential  conmiunications  between  himself  and  his  attorney,  nor  can  such  disclosures  be 
required  of  the  attorney  without  the  consent  of  the  accused.  The  well-known  general 
rule  of  jurisprudence  is  that  when  an  attorney  is  employed  by  a  client  professionally,  all 
the  communications  that  pass  between  the  client  and  the  attorney,  in  the  course  and  for 
the  purpose  of  the  professional  business,  are  privileged,  and  the  privilege  is  the  privilege 
of  the  client,  and  not  of  the  attorney.  Herring  v.  Cloberry,  1  Phill.  91 ;  Pearsev,  Fearst, 
1  DeG.  &  Sm.  25.  Th*)  privilege  applies  to  the  communication,  and  it  is  immaterial  whether 
the  client  is  or  is  not  a  party  to  the  action  in  which  the  question  arises,  or  whether  the 
disclosure  is  sought  from  the  client  or  from  his  legal  adviser.  And  it  Is  held  that  the  privilege 
is  not  in  any  way  affected  by  the  statutes  making  parties  witnesses.  Montgomery  v.  Pieh- 
crlna,  116  Mass.  227;  Brandy.  Brand,  9d  How  Pr.  193;  Barker  v.  K^uTin,  38  Iowa,  396. 
In  Bigler  v.  Rcyher,  43  Ind.  113^  it  was  held  that  a  party,  having  given  evidence  in  chief  In 
his  own  behalf,  cannot,  on  cross-examination,  be  compelled  to  divulge  statements  made 
by  him  when  consulting  as  a  client  an  attorney  at  law,  and  that  such  communications  are 
privileged  and  protected  from  inquiry  when  the  client  is  a  witness,  as  well  as  when  the 
attorney  is  a  witness.  See,  also,  to  the  same  effect,  Hemenway  v.  Smith,  28  Vt.  701 ;  Bobo 
V.  Bryson^  21  Ark.  387.  But  in  Inhabitants  of  Wobum  v.  Henshaw^  101  Mass.  200,  the 
contrary  was  held,  the  court  saying :  "  The  objection  that  the  defendant  was  wrongfully 
compelled  to  undergo  a  cross-examination,  as  to  what  he  said  to  his  counsel,  cannot  be 
sustained.  The  policy  of  the  law  will  not  allow  the  counsel  himself  to  make  disclosures  of 
confidential  communications  from  his  client,  but  if  the  client  sees  fit  to  be  a  witness,  he 
makes  himself  liable  to  full  cross-examination,  like  any  other  witness.'*  See,  also,  upon 
the  general  subject,  Maas  v.  Block,  7  Md.  202  ;  Jenkinson  v.  State,  5  Blackf.  465. 

Comment  on  omission  or  refusal  to  testify.— Under  most  statutes  the  prisoner  is 
humanely  protected  from  adverse  comment  on  his  omission  to  testify.  This  is  not  so  in 
Maine.  Thus,  in  SUite  v.  Cleaves,  59  Me.  298 ;  8  Am.  Rep.  422,  it  was  held  that  it  was  cor- 
rect for  the  judge  to  charge  the  jury,  that  the  omission  of  the  defendant  to  take  the  stand 
was  a  proper  consideration  in  determining  his  guilt  or  innocence.  The  court  say:  **His 
declining  to  avail  himself  of  the  privilege  of  testifying  is  an  existent  and  obvious  fact.  It 
Is  a  fact  patent  in  the  case  The  jury  cannot  avoid  perceiving  it.  Why  should  they  not 
regard  it  as  a  fact  of  more  or  less  weight  in  determining  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the 
accused?  **  And  the  court  compare  such  omission  to  the  looks,  speech  or  silence  of  the 
accused  when  charged  or  on  trial.  The  vice  of  this  reasoning  is  that  the  demeanor  of  the 
accused  is  no  criterion  of  his  guilt  or  innocence.  Embarrassed  innocence  and  brazen  guilt 
are  seen  daily  in  criminal  courts.  The  omission  to  testify  may  simply  result  from  an  utter 
inability  to  explain  circumstances.  The  plea  of  not  guilty  is  equivalent  to  a  denial  of  the 
crime.  And  yet  the  court  say  in  this  case,  that  the  statute  was  passed  *'  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Innocent  and  for  the  protection  of  innocence.'*  On  the  other  hand,  in  New  York,  Ohio 
and  California,  it  is  held  that  the  omission  shall  not  be  commented  on.  We  presume  that 
the  Ohio  and  California  statutes,  like  that  of  New  York,  provide  that  the  omission  "shall 
not  create  any  unfavorable  presumption."  Ruloff  v.  People,  45  N.  Y.  218;  People  v.  Tyler^ 
86  Cal.  622 ;  Calkins  v.  State,  18  Ohio  St.  366. 

In  Massachusetts  it  is  held  that,  as  by  the  statute  the  omission  of  the  prisoner  to  testify 
li  not  to  create  any  presumption  against  him,  so  the  prosecuting  attorney  will  not  be 
allowed  to  comment  to  the  jury  on  such  omission,  although  in  answer  to  reasons  advanced 
by  the  prisoner's  counsel  to  the  jury  for  such  omission.    Commontveaith  v.  Scfttt,  128 1 
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aid;  25  Am.  Bep.  87.  The  court  here  say:  *'  As  there  is  danger  that  the  juiy,  knowingthat 
4he  law  DOW  permits  a  defendant  to  testify,  may  draw  inferences  against  him  from  his 
omission  to  do  so,  his  counsel  may  properly,  in  addressing  the  jury,  insist  and  enlarge 
upon  his  constitutional  and  legal  right  in  this  respect.  When  the  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant in  the  present  case  went  further,  and  referred  to  his  own  (pinion  and  practice  upon  the 
subject,  and  to  what  he  supposed  to  have  taken  place  in  other  cases,  he  might  well  have  been 
checked  by  the  court.  But  the  absolute  exemption,  secured  to  the  defendants  by  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws,  from  being  compelled  to  testify,  and  from  having  their  omission  to  do  so 
used  in  any  way  to  their  detriment,  could  not  be  affected  by  superfluous  or  irregular  sug- 
gestions of  their  counsel  in  the  heat  of  argument.  That  exemption  could  only  be  waived 
by  each  defendant's  own  election  to  avaU  himself  of  the  statute,  and  to  go  upon  the  stand 
as  a  witness.'* 

In  L^tnu  ▼.  State,  56  Ind.  182 ;  26  Am.  Rep.  19,  it  was  held  that  a  new  trial  must  be  granted 
in  case  of  conviction,  where  the  prosecuting  attorney  ooounented  on  the  omission  of  the 
prisoner  to  testify,  although  the  court,  on  his  objection,  had  checked  the  attorney  in  his 
remarks,  and  instructed  the  jury  to  pay  no  attention  to  what  had  been  said.  This  was 
under  a  statute  prohibiting  any  comment  ux>on,  or  reference  to,  such  omission,  la  the  argu- 
ment, and  any  consideration  thereof  by  the  jury.  All  that  the  district  attorney  said  in 
this  case  was :  *'  It  is  true,  gentlemen  of  the  jury,  the  evidence  in  this  case  is  not  as  dear 
as  it  might  be.  There  were  but  two  parties  to  this  transaction.  You  have  heard  the  evl- 
denoe  of  one  of  them.  We  would  have  been  pleased  to  have  heard  from  the  other,  to  see 
what  light  he  cotild  have  thrown  upon  this  transaction.**  But  this  was  considered  fatal, 
and  the  court  said:  **  We  construe  the  statute  to  mean,  that,  when  a  defendant  in  a  crimi- 
nal cause  declines  to  testify  in  his  own  behalf,  absolute  silence  on  the  subject  is  enjoined  on 
the  counsel  in  their  argument  on  the  trial,  and  upon  the  jury  tiying  the  cause  during 
their  consultation  upon  it.  *' 

In  State  v.  Ober^  52  N.  H.  460;  13  Am.  Rep.  88,  the  prisoner  declined  to  answer  a  question 
on  cross-examination  on  the  ground  that  he  could  not  be  compelled  to  furnish  evidence 
against  himself.  In  summing  up,  the  district  attorney  commented  on  the  refusal  and  was 
permitted  to  do  so,  in  spite  of  objection.  This  was  held  proper,  the  statute  only  protect- 
ing the  prisoner  from  adverse  comment  or  inference  in  case  he  refuses  to  testify  at  aU. 
( Iting  0)m.  V.  Mullen^  97  Mass.  545,  and  the  Connors  case.  In  his  work  on  Constitutional 
Limitations  (3d  ed.),  317,  Judge  Cooley  approves  this  case,  saying,  "  the  right  of  comment, 
where  the  party  makes  himself  his  own  witness,  and  then  refuses  to  answer  proper  ques- 
tions, was  as  dear  as  the  right  to  exemption  from  unfavorable  conunent  when  he  abstained 
from  asserting  his  statutory  privilege." 

In  Ruioff  V.  State,  45  "N.  Y.  213,  it  was  held  that  the  error  of  the  court  in  alluding,  in  its 
charge,  to  the  omission  of  the  prisoner  to  testify,  was  cured  by  his  subsequent  charge  that 
he  was  not  required  to  testify,  and  that  there  was  no  inference  to  be  drawn  i^^ainst  him 
from  the  fact  of  his  not  having  testified.  This  is  quite  opposed  to  the  Long  case.  In  the 
Ruiftff  cane  the  court  remarked:  *'The  act  may  be  regarded  as  of  doubtful  propriety,  and 
many  regard  it  as  unwise,  and  as  subjecting  a  person  on  trial  to  a  severe  If  not  cruel  test. 
If  sworn,  his  testimony  will  be  treated  as  of  but  little  value,  will  be  subjected  to  those  tests 
which  detract  from  the  weight  of  evidence  given  under  peculiar  inducements  to  pervert  the 
truth  when  the  truth  would  be  unfavorable,  and  he  will,  under  the  law  as  now  understood 
and  interpreted,  be  subjected  to  the  cross-examination  of  the  prosecuting  ofBcer,  and 
made  to  testify  to  any  and  all  matters  relevant  to  the  issue,  or  his  own  credibility  or  char- 
acter, and  under  pretense  of  impeaching  him  as  a  witness,  all  the  inddents  of  his  life 
brought  to  bear  with  great  force  against  him.  He  will  be  examined  under  the  embarrass- 
ments inddent  to  his  position,  depriving  him  of  his  self-possession,  and  necessarily  greatly 
interfering  with  his  capadty  to  do  himself  and  the  truth  justice,  If  he  is  really  deshrous  to 
speak  the  truth.  These  embarrassments  will  more  seriously  affect  the  innocent  man  than 
the  guilty  and  hardened  in  crime.  Discreet  counsel  will  hesitate  before  advlshig  a  dient 
charged  with  hi^  orlmea  to  be  a  witness  for  himself,  under  all  the  disadvantages  surround- 
ing him.  If,  with  this  statute  in  force,  the  fact  that  he  is  not  sworn  can  be  used  against 
him,  and  suspicion  be  made  to  assume  the  form  and  have  the  force  of  evidence,  and  cir- 
cumstances, however  slightly  tending  to  prove  guilt,  be  made  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
<aot,  then  the  individual  is  morally  coerced,  although  not  actually  compelled  to  be  a  witness 
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against  himself  The  Constitution,  which  protects  a  party  accused  of  crime  from  being  a 
witness  against  himself,  will  be  practically  abrogated/*  They  then  continue:  "Neither 
the  prosecuting  officer  or  the  judge  h^  the  right  to  allude  to  the  fact  that  a  person  has  not 
availed  himself  of  this  statute/'  They  then  admit  that  the  judge  twice  made  aUusion  to 
the  fact  on  the  trial  in  question,  '*  on  both  occasions  in  a  manner  calculated  to  give  an 
impression  prejudicial  to  the  prisoner."  But,  ''  inasmuch  as  the  error  of  this  part  of  the 
charge  was  that  by  its  general  terms  it  authurized  an  inference  to  the  prejudice  of  the  pritt- 
oner,  rather  than  a  direct  statement  of  an  erroneous  proposiiUm^  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  error  was  cui'ed  by  the  subsequent  explanation.** 

Comments  on  effect  of  testimony.—  In  Stover  v.  People^  56  N.  T.  315,  it  was  held 
that  where  a  prisoner  elects  to  become  a  witness,  and  faild  to  explain  or  rebut  a  fact  tend- 
ing to  show  his  guilt,  the  same  presumption  arises  from  his  failure  that  would  arise  in  the 
like  case  of  any  other  witness,  if  it  was  in  his  power  to  give  such  explanation.  It  is  here 
said:  '*  The  general  rule  is  that  when  it  appears  that  a  party  charged  with  crime  has  the 
power,  if  innocent,  to  explain  a  fact  or  circumstance  tending  to  show  his  guilt,  and  fails  to 
give  such  explanation,  such  failure  may  be  considered  as  a  circumstance  against  him.  In 
the  present  case,  the  question  is  whether  his  failure  to  give  any  explanation  of  Bucba  fact 
or  circumstance,  which  he  could  do  if  Innocent,  when  testifying  in  his  own  favor,  he  hav- 
ing requested  to  become  a  witness,  comes  within  this  general  rule.  The  argument  in  behalf 
of  the  accused  is,  that  he  cannot  be  made  a  witness  at  all  except  by  his  own  request,  and 
that  his  failure  to  be  a  witness  sliall  not  create  any  presumption  against  him,  and  that  If 
he  requests  to  be  a  witness  and  becomes  such,  he  need  givo  testimony  only  to  such  parts  of 
his  case  as  he  may  choose;  and  as  to  other  facts  as  to  which  he  does  not  request  or  desire 
to  give  testimony,  no  presumption  can  be  created  against  him  for  his  failure  to  testify.  In 
this  construction  I  cannot  concur.  True,  it  is  at  the  option  of  the  accused  whether  or  not 
to  become  a  witness.  When  he  has  exercised  this  and  become  a  witness,  he  is  made  com- 
petent for  all  purposes  in  the  case, "  etc.,  concluding  as  first  above  indicated.  Three  judges 
concurred,  and  one  concurred  in  the  result,  but  the  chief  judge  and  another  dissented. 

It  has  been  held  error,  when  the  prisoner  had  testified,  for  the  Judge  to  instruct  the  jury 
that  "one interested  will  not  usually  be  as  honest  and  candid  as  one  not  so."  Vcaich  v. 
State,  66  Ind.  584  ;  28  Am.  Rep.  44.  The  court  quote  from  a  former  decision  on  the  same 
point: 

"  We  think  the  court  erred  in  giving  the  latter  part  of  the  charge.  The  idea  is  conveyed 
by  the  charge,  that,  id  a  majority  of  instances,  or  as  a  usual  rule,  subject  of  course  to 
exceptions,  persons  interestecl  will  not  be  as  honest  and  candid  as  those  who  are  not  inter- 
ested. This  may  be  true,  in  point  of  fact,  and  if  so,  it  is  a  sad  commentary  upon  the  hon- 
esty and  candor  of  a  majority  of  mankind.  But,  if  the  proposition  be  true,  it  is  not  a 
legal  presumption,  but  matter  of  fact,  of  which  the  jury  were  the  exclusive  judges,  and 
concerning  which  the  court  could  not,  without  going  out  of  its  province,  undertake  to 
instruct  them.  It  was  the  exclusive  province  of  the  jury  to  determine,  from  their  knowl- 
edge of  mankind,  from  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  and  from  the  appearance  and  manner 
of  the  witness,  what  credit  was  due  to  his  evidence,  and  whether  any,  and  if  so,  how  much, 
credence  should  be  withheld  in  consequence  of  his  interest  in  the  cause.  It  was.  in  shorty 
the  exclusive  province  of  the  jury  to  determine  whether  one  interested  would  or  would  noi 
usually  be  as  nonest  and  canoid  as  one  not  interested." 

Comments  on  appearance  of  prisoner.—  The  prohibition  of  comment  has  been 
held  not  to  extend  to  remarics  upon  the  prisoner's  appearance  while  testifying.  Thus,  in 
Bvher  v.  State,  57  Ind.  341;  26  Am.  Rep.  67,  the  prosecuthig  attorney  had  said:  *'  The  evi- 
dences of  guilt  are  stamped  upon  the  countenance  of  the  defendant."  This  was  objected 
to,  and  the  court,  in  the  hearing  of  the  jury,  said,  "  take  your  objection.'*  On  review  the 
court  said:  '*The  prosecutor  had  the  right  to  refer  to  the  countenance  of  the  defendant 
while  testifying  as  a  witness,  as  one  of  the  tests  of  his  credibility.  Considered  as  an 
abstract  proposition,  aside  from  the  defendant's  appearance  as  a  witness,  these  remarks 
would  seem  to  transcend  the  limit  of  legitimate  argument  on  the  trial  of  a  criminal  cause: 
but  the  objection  of  the  appellant  to  their  utterance,  so  far  as  we  are  enabled  to  Judge  of 
what  occurred  on  the  occasion,  was  eustained  by  the  court,  and  their  impropriety  thus 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  jury.  As  the  prooeeding  comes  to  us  from  the  record, 
we  cannot  hold  that  it  constituted  such  an  error  of  law  on  the  trial  as  amounted  to  a 
eufDcient  cause  for  a  new  trial.** 

Impeachment  of  prisoner.^  In  Indiana  it  baa  been  held  that,   where  the 
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has  testified,  the  prosecution  may  show  th&t  his  reputation  for  truth  and  veracity  is  bad, 
bat  cannot  impeach  his  general  moral  character,  although  the  Civil  Code  provides  that, 
**  in  all  questions  affecting  the  credibility  of  a  witness,  his  general  moral  character  may 
be  given  in  evidence.  This  is  based  on  the  common-law  doctrine  that  the  inquiry  into 
the  character  of  a  witness  is  limited  to  truth.  The  court  say,  '*  the  statute  is  an  innova- 
tion upon  the  common  law,  aiid  should  be  strictly  construed.''  Fletcher  v.  State^  49  Ind. 
124;  19  Am   Rep.  678. 

But  hi  Massachusetts  it  is  held  that  the  prisoner,  having  testified,  may  be  impeached, 
like  an  ordinary  witness.    Commotivoeaithr.  Bontier^iH  Mass.  687. 


Litowich  v.  Litowioh, 

a9Kan8.461.) 
Dwarce — juriidietion —  impeaching  judgment  coUaterally. 

A  decree  of  divorce,  rendered  in  a  State  where  neither  of  the  parties  had 
ever  resided,  and  without  actual  notice  to  the  defendant,  is  absolutely  void, 
and  if  the  lack  of  jurisdiction  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record,  it 
may  be  shown  by  extrinsic  evidence.* 

f\  RDER  for  alimony.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

John  Foster,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

J.  0,  Mohler,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Valentine,  J.  This  was  an  action  brought  by  Blanche  Lito- 
wich, against  B.  A.  Litowich,  Ed.  Wittman,  and  Ray  Hollings- 
worth,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  alimony  from  said  Litowich, 
her  alleged  husband,  and  of  restraining  all  the  defendants  from 
gelling  or  disposing  of  the  property  of  her  said  alleged  husband. 
At  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action  the  plaintiff 
obtained  an  order  from  the  judge  of  the  court  below,  at  chambers, 
granting  to  her,  as  VLWxnony pe7idente  lite  (using  the  word  "  alimony  " 
in  a  broad  sense,  including  suit  money),  $100  for  attorney-fees  and 
expenses  of  the  suit,  and  $100  for  her  support,  and  restraining  the 
defendants  from  disposing  of  any  of  her  husband's  property  except 
"  in  the  due  course  of  their  trade  and  business  as  merchants  in  the 
town  of  Salina."  Afterward  the  defendants  moved  to  vacate  said 
order.    Pending  this  motion,  the  plaintiff  moved  for  an  attach- 

*8ee  Hood  v.  State  (56  lud.  263),  26  Am.  Rep.  21,  and  note,  27. 
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mont  against  said  Litowich,  requiring  him  to  answer  for  an  alleged 
contempt  in  not  obeying  said  order  with  respect  to  the  payment  of 
alimony.  By  consent  of  parties  these  two  motions  were  heard 
together,  and  at  the  same  time.  It  would  also  seem  that  the  judge 
of  tliG  court  below  also  heard  still  another  motion  at  the  same  time, 
made  by  the  plaintiff  for  additional  alimony.  A  vast  amount  of 
evidence  was  introduced  upon  the  hearing  of  these  motions,  and 
upon  this  evidence  the  judge  vacated  said  order  with  respect  to 
Hollingsworth,  and  after  modifying  such  order  in  some  particulars 
with  respect  to  the  other  two  defendants  continued  it  in  force 
substantially  as  to  them.  The  judge  refused  to  grant  the  attach- 
ment asked  for  by  the  plaintiff,  and  refused  to  give  her  any  addi- 
tional alimony.  Defendants  Litowich  and  Wittman  excepted  to 
Ihe  rulings  of  the  judge  of  the  court  below  against  them.  They 
alpo  moved  for  a  rehearing  of  their  motion  to  vacate  said  order, 
which  motion  was  also  overruled,  and  they  duly  excepted ;  and 
♦.hey  now  bring  the  case  to  this  court  for  review. 

While  the  judge  of  the  court  below  may  have  committed  some 
immaterial  errors,  we  cannot  say  that  he  committed  any  substan- 
tial error.  It  would  seem  to  us  that  alimony  pendente  lite  should 
have  been  allowed  in  this  case ;  and  we  cannot  say  that  $200, 
including  suit  money,  was  too  much.  And  we  also  think,  that 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  the  \r\]\x\\ct\o\\  pendente  lite 
was  also  proper.  That  the  said  B.  A.  Litowich  and  Blanche  Lito- 
wich were  married  to  each  other  on  March  26,  1876,  and  that 
they  remained  husband  and  wife  from  that  time  up  to  April  5, 
1877,  is  admitted  by  all  the  parties.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  she 
still  remains  the  wife  of  said  B.  A.  Litowich.  But  the  defendants 
claim  that  on  the  5th  of  April,  1877,  the  said  B.  A.  Litowich  was 
divorced  from  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  marriage  relation  then 
existing  between  them  was  wholly  severed  and  dissolved.  And  to 
prove  such  divorce,  the  defendants  introduced  in  evidence  a  duly 
certified  copy  of  a  judgment  rendered  by  the  probate  court  of 
Davis  county,  Utah  Territory,  purporting  to  grant  such  divorce. 
This  judgment  shows  upon  its  face  that  there  had  been  "  plead- 
ings," and  a  "summons,"  and"  service  of  summons,"  and  "proofs* 
in  the  case  in  which  it  was  rendered;  and  yet  no  such  pleading, 
or  summons,  or  service,  or  proof,  was  introduced  in  evidence  ou 
the  hearing  of  the  motions  in  this  case.  The  judgment  upon  its 
face  seems  to  be  valid  ;  but  whether   it   would    still  appear  to  be 
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valid  if  the  whole  of  the  i-ecord  of  the  case  in  which  it  was  ren- 
dered had  been  introduced  in  evidence,  we  cannot  tell.  But  from 
evidence  d^ors  the  record  we  know  that  said  judgment  is  void 
absolutely  and  entirely.  It  was  rendered  wholly  without  jurisdic- 
tion. The  parties  thereto,  B.  A.  Litowich  and  Blanche  Litowich, 
were  married  in  Kansas.  They  resided  together  in  Salina,  Kansas, 
up  to  the  8th  of  January,  1877,  when  Mrs.  Litowich  went  to  her 
mother's  at  Atlantic  City,  N.  J.,  expecting  her  husband  soon  to 
sell  his  property  in  Kansas  and  follow  her.  Afterward  he  did  sell 
said  property  (the  sale,  however,  was  probably  a  sham  sale),  and 
then  on  the  6th  of  March,  1877,  leaving  Salina,  went  to  Denver,  to 
Cheyenne,  and  to  Chicago,  111.,  where  he  employed  a  lawyer  (A.  J. 
Dexter,  by  name),  to  procure  a  divorce  for  him.  The  lawyer  pro- 
cured said  Utah  divorce.  Neither  of  the  parties  had  ever  resided 
m  Utah,  neither  of  them  had  ever  been  there.  And  neither  of 
them  had  ever  had  any  expectation  of  residing  there.  After  pro- 
curing said  divorce  said  B.  A.  Litowich  returned  to  Salina  by  way 
of  Kansas  City,  reaching  Salina  on  the  14th  of  April,  1877.  He 
then  repurchased  his  former  interest  in  a  mercantile  establishment 
located  at  Salina,  and  is  now  residing  there  and  doing  business 
there  as  a  merchant.  On  the  same  day  that  he  returned  to  Salina 
he  wrote  to  his  wife  concerning  said  divorce,  and  this  was  the  first 
notice  that  she  ever  received  from  any  source  that  he  had  any 
intention  or  desire  to  procure  a  divorce.    The  letter  is  as  follows  : 

Salina,  Kansas,  April  14,  1877. 
Mrs.  Blanohb  :  I  received  your  letter.  I  just  got  to  Salina.  I 
am  living  in  Chicago,  111.,  and  think  to  go  back  there  soon.  I 
shall  not  remain  in  Salina  only  two  days  longer.  I  have  sued  yoa 
for  a  divorce  at  Chicago.  Would  have  notified  you  before,  but  was 
not  sure  where  you  were.  Don't  write  to  me  any  more.  Try  and 
think  of  some  one  else.  Respectfully,         B.  A.  Litowich. 

Mrs.  Litowich,  having  learned  that  her  husband  had  remained  at 
Salina,  subsequently  returned,  and  on  31st  August,  1877,  she  com- 
menced this  action  for  alimony.  We  think  that  said  parties  B.  A. 
and  Mrs.  Litowich  were  still  husband  and  wife  when  this  action 
was  commenced,  and  are  now  husband  and  wife.  Said  Utah  judg- 
ment, being  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  did  not  change  their 
matrimonial  status,  nor  afFeot  any  of  their  rights  with  respect  to 
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each  other.  That  a  judgment  rendered  without  jurisdiction  is 
void,  we  have  assumed  as  settled  law.  And  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Indiana  has  recently  decided  that  a  judgment  granting  a  divorce 
rendered  by  a  probate  court  in  Ut^ah,  upon  jurisdictional  facts  and 
circumstances  almost  precisely  like  those  upon  which  the  present 
judgment  was  rendered,  was  a  judgment  rendered  without  jurisdic- 
tion and  consequently  void.  Hood  v.  The  State,  56  Ind.  263;  26 
Am.  Rep.  21.  And  this  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana 
IS  in  accordance  with  the  unbroken  current  of  authority.  2  Bishop's 
Marriage  &  Divorce,  §  144.  And  where  the  judgment  granting  the 
divorce  does  not  appear  to  be  void  upon  its  face,  it  may  be  shown 
to  be  void  by  evidence  aliunde,  Hoffman  v.  Hoffman,  46  N.  Y.  30, 
33;  7  Am,  Rep.  299;  Kerr  v.  Kerr,  41  id.  272;  Borden  v.  Fitch,  15 
Johns.  121,  141;  Leith  v.  Leith,  39  N.  H.  20;  Pollard  v.  Weijemr,  13 
Wis.  569,  576.  And  indeed  any  judgment  from  a  sister  State,  void 
for  want  of  jurisdiction,  may  be  shown  to  be  void  in  any  proceed- 
ing, director  collateral,  and  by  evidence  dehors  i\\Q  record,  provided 
that  the  record  itself  does  not  show  the  invalidity  of  the  judgment 
upon  its  face.  Thompson  v.  Whitman,  18  Wall.  457;  Knowles  v. 
Qas-light  Co,,  19  id.  58;  Rape  v.  Heaton,  9  Wis.  328,  332;  Pricey. 
Ward,  25  N.  J.  Law  (Dutch.),  225;  Atdrich  v.  Kinney,  4  Conn.  380; 
Starbuck  v.  Murray,  5  Wend.  148,  156;  Shumway  V.  Stillman,  6 
id.  447,  452 ;  Hall  v.  Williams,  6  Pick.  232,  237;  CarUton  v.  Bich- 
ford,  13  Gray,  591;  Pollard  v.  Baldwin,  22  Iowa,  328;  Mrtoood  r. 
Cobb,  15  Texas,  500;  s.  c,  24  id.  551.  In  Ohio  it  has  been  held  that 
even  if  the  foreign  judgment  granting  a  divorce  to  the  hnsband, 
without  jurisdiction  of  the  wife,  and  while  she  resided  in  Ohio, 
were  sufficient  to  dissolve  the  marriage  relation,  still  that  such  a 
judgment  would  not  be  any  bar  to  an  action  afterward  brought  by 
the  wife  m  Ohio  against  her  said  husband  to  procure  alimony.  Cox 
V.  Cox,  19  Ohio  St.  602,  and  20  id.  439;  2  Am.  Rep.  415. 

[Omitting  the  consideration  of  the  qaeation  of  alimony.] 

Orders  qfirmed. 

All  the  jnstioeB  oononmng. 
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Mastik  v.  Gray. 

(19  Kans.  458.) 
Judgment  —  dometiie  —  eottat&ral  impeachment,  for  wmt  of  JurisdieHon, 

In  an  action  to  recover  real  estate,  the  plaintiffs  title  was  founded  on  a  sheriff's 
deed  executed  in  pursuance  of  a  sale  on  execution  on  a  judgment  of  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  rendered  by  default,  on  a  constable's  return  of  service  of 
the  summons  by  "  leaving  a  certified  copy  at  the  defendant's  usual  place  of 
residence."  Beld,  that  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  the  return  was 
false,  in  that  the  defendant  was  not,  and  had  no  residence,  iu  Kansas*  but 
was  and  had  long  been  in,  and  a  resident  of,  the  Indian  Territory  * 

EJECTMENT.     The  opinion  states  the  facts.     The  defendant 
had  judgment,  and  the  plaintiff  brought  error. 

F.  M.  Black  and  D.  B.  Hadley,  for  plaintiff. 
B.  Gh'ay,  defendant,  for  himself. 

Valentine,  J.  This  was  an  action  in  the  nature  of  ejectment. 
The  plaintiff  claims  title  to  the  land  in  controversy,  under  a  sheriff's 
deed,  purporting  to  convey  such  land  from  one  Jane  Hicks  Brown, 
the  judgment  debtor,  to  one  of  the  persons  under  whom  the  plain- 
tiff claims.  The  defendant  Gray  claims  title  under  a  deed  executed 
by  said  Jane  Hicks  Brown  herself.  The  main  question  in  the  case 
is,  whether  said  sheriff's  deed  is  valid  or  not.  But  involved  in  this 
question  are  these  other  questions  :  Can  a  constable's  return  of 
service  on  an  original  summons  in  a  justice's  court,  and  all  subse- 
quent proceedings  founded  thereon,  including  a  sheriff's  deed,  be 
impeached  in  an  action  in  the  nature  of  ejectment  by  evidence 
aliunde  showing  said  constable's  return  to  be  false,  and  showing 
that  the  defendant  in  the  justice's  court  never  in  fact  had  any 
notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit  in  such  court  ? 

It  appears  from  the  record  in  this  case  that,  on  the  15th  of 
December,  1860,  one  8.  P.  Bartlett  commenced  an  action  in  a  jus- 
tice's court,  in  Wyandotte  county,  on  two  promissory  notes  against 

*  See  Hood  v.  State  (&6  Ind.  28^,  26  Am.  Bep.  21,  and  note,  p.  27 ;  FcrguBon  v.  Craw 
ford  (70  N.  T.8S8),  96  Am.  Rep.  689. 
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said  Jane  Ilicks  Brown.  A  summons  was  duly  issued  by  the  justice 
and  delivered  to  H.  H.  Sawyer,  constable.  Afterward  the  consta- 
ble returned  the  same  with  the  following  indorsement  thereon,  to 
wit:  **  Executed  on  the  15th  December,  1860,  by  leaving  a  certified 
copy  at  the  usual  place  of  residence  of  the  within  named  defend- 
ant, Jane  Hicks  Brown.  11.  H.  Sawyer,  constable."  Jane  Hicks 
Brown  made  no  appearance  in  the  justice's  conrt;  and  therefore 
the  justice  at  the  proper  time  rendered  judgment  against  her  by 
default  for  $38.85  and  costs.  A  transcript  of  this  judgment  was 
duly  filed  in  the  District  Court,  execution  was  issued  thereon,  said 
land  was  sold  under  the  same,  the  sale  was  duly  confirmed  by  the 
District  Court.  The  sheriff  then,  on  March  25th,  1865,  executed 
a  deed  for  the  land  to  the  purchaser,  which  deed  was  duly  recorded 
February  1st,  1866.  The  purchaser  took  possession  of  the  land 
under  his  deed,  and  he  and  those  holding  under  him  continued  to 
hold  the  possession  thereof  until  in  1871,  when  B.  H.  Tertelling, 
the  then  holder  of  said  land  under  said  sheriff's  deed,  having  mort- 
gaged the  land  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  and  having  become  a  bank- 
rupt, abandoned  the  land,  and  Barzillai  Gray,  the  holder  of  the 
adverse  title,  took  possession  thereof.  The  land  was  sold  under  the 
bankruptcy  proceedings  against  Tertelling,  and  Mastin,  the  plaintiff 
in  this  action,  became  the  purchjiser  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  pay- 
ment of  his  said  mortgage.  He  received  his  deed  from  the  assignee 
in  bankruptcy  on  the  30th  of  August,  1872.  Now  if  said  sheriff's 
deed  is  valid,  then  the  land  in  controversy  belongs  to  the  plaintiff 
Mastin  ;  but  if  it  is  not  valid,  then  the  land  belongs  to  defendant 
Gray;  and  the  whole  question  depends  upon  the  validity  or  inval- 
idity of  said  constable's  return.  It  also  appears  from  the  record  in 
this  case  that  Jane  Hicks  (that  was  her  maiden  name)  was  a 
Wyandotte,  Indian,  woman.  In  the  spring  of  1860,  she  resided 
in  Wyandotte  county,  in  this  Stjite,  with  a  Wyandotte,  Indian, 
man,  by  the  name  of  Ijeander  Brown.  Whether  they  were  married 
or  not,  is  not  shown.  During  that  spring  they  had  a  misunder- 
standing, and  Jane  Hicks  left  Brown  and  went  to  the  Indian  Ter- 
ritory to  reside.  Afterward  Brown  married  another  woman,  with 
whom  he  lived  for  seven  years;  but  in  1869  he  commenced  to  live 
with  Jane  Hicks  again.  Jane  Hicks  remained  in  the  Indian  Ter- 
ritory  during  the  whole  of  the  remainder  of  the  year  1860,  after  she 
first  went  there,  and  she  had  no  residence  in  Kansas  after  the 
spring  of  1860.     Therefore  the  return  of   the   constable,    that  he 
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served  said  summons  on  the  16th  of  December,  1860,  "  by  leaving  a 
certified  copy  at  the  usual  place  of  residence  "  of  said  Jane  Hicks 
Brown,  cannot  be  true.  He  probably  left  the  copy  at  the  residence 
of  said  Leander  Brown,  but  whether  he  did  or  not,  is  not  shown 
by  the  record. 

We  now  come  to  the  question  whether  said  constable's  return, 
and  the  subsequent  proceedings  founded  thereon,  including  the 
sheriff's  deed,  can  be  impeached  in  this  action  by  evidence  aliunde, 
A  sheriff's  deed  founded  on  a  void  judgment  is  of  course  void. 
North  V.  Moorey  8  Kans.  143  ;  Shields  v.  Miller,  9  id.  390.  A  judg- 
ment rendered  without  jurisdiction  is  void.  Butcher  v.  Bauky  2 
Kans.  70.  And  a  personal  judgment,  rendered  without  notice  to 
the  defendant,  is  rendered  without  jurisdiction,  and  is  consequently 
void.  Case  v.  Hannahs,  2  Kans.  490,496;  K.  P.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Streeter,  8  id.  133.  This  far  we  think  all  the  authorities  agree.  A 
sheriff's  return  of  service  of  original  process  may,  in  a  direct  pro- 
ceeding, and  before  judgment,  be  impeached  so  far  as  such  return 
states  facts  which  do  not  come  within  the  personal  knowledge  of 
the  sheriff  himself  ;  such  facts,  for  instance,  as  where  "  the  usual 
place  of  residence  "  of  the  defendant  is  located.  Bond  v.  Wilson,  8 
Kans.  228.  This  proposition  is  denied  in  Missouri.  Hallowelly, 
Page,  24  Mo.  590.  In  many  cases  such  a  return  may  be  impeached 
for  falsity,  even  after  judgment  is  rendered  thereon  ;  and  the 
judgment  itself  may  be  declared  void.  Knowles  v.  Gas-light  Co,,  19 
Wall.  59  ;  Carletonw  BicJcford,  13  Gray,  691;  Norwood  v.  Cobb,  15 
Texas,  600 ;  s.  c,  24  id.  551.  And  probably  in  all  cases  such  a 
return  may  be  impeached  in  a  direct  proceeding  to  perpetually  en- 
join the  judgment  founded  on  such  return,  because  of  the  falsity  of 
such  return.  CJiambers  v.  Bridge  Co.,  16  Kans.  270;  Early.  Mc- 
Veigh,  91 TJ.  S.  503  ;  3  Cent.  L.  J.  689.  This  proposition  is  also 
disputed  ;  and  particularly  in  Nebraska  it  is  disputed.  Johnson  v. 
Jones,  2  Neb.  126.  Though  in  the  Nebraska  case  it  was  really  not 
necessary  for  the  court  to  decide  the  question. 

A  judgment  void  for  want  of  notice  may  be  set  aside  at  any  time 
even  after  the  lapse  of  more  than  three  years,  on  a  motion  made 
therefor  by  the  defendant.  Foreman  v.  Carter,  9  Kans.  674.  And 
this  may  be  done  in  some  cases  even  where  it  requires  extrinsic  evi- 
dence to  show  that  the  judgment  was  rendered  without  notice  and 
without  jurisdiction.  Hanson  v.  Wolcott,  19  id.  207.  Where  the 
record  itself  shows  that  the  judgment  was  rendered  without  notice. 
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and  without  jurisdiction,  all  the  courts  unite  in  holding  that  the 
judgment  is  void,  and  may  be  impeached  anywhere,  and  collater- 
ally as  well  as  directly.  Where  the  record  is  silent  on  the  subject, 
a  majority  of  the  courts  hold  that  the  record  maybe  impeached 
callaterally  as  well  as  directly,  and  by  extrinsic  as  well  as  internal 
evidence.  And  a  great  majority  of  the  courts  hold  that  a  judgment 
from  another  State  may  be  impeached  for  want  of  jurisdiction  col- 
laterally as  well  as  directly,  and  by  extrinsic  evidence  as  well  as 
by  the  record  itself.  Litowich  v.  Litotoich,  ante,  p.  146,  and  cases 
there  cited.  But  the  difficult  question  to  determine  arises  when  it 
is  attempted  to  impeach  a  domestic  judgment  collaterally,  and  by 
extrinsic  evidence.  There  are  authorities  which  hold  that  it  can- 
not be  done,  ffahn  v.  Kelley,  34  Cal.  391 ;  McDoncUdy.  Leewright, 
31  Mo.  29 ;  CaUen  v.  Ellison,  13  Ohio  St  446  ;  Johnston  v.  Jones, 
2  Neb.  126  ;  Wikox  v.  KassicJc,  2  Mich.  165  ;  Granger  v.  Olark,  22 
Me.  128 ;  Cook  v.  Darling,  18  Pick.  393  ;  Finneran  v.  Leonard^  7 
Allen,  54  ;  LiglUsey  v.  Harris,  20  Ala.  409  ;  Coit  v.  Haven,  30 
Conn.  190.  While  there  are  other  authorities  which  hold  that  it 
may  be  done.  Ferguson  v.  Crawford,  70  N.  Y.  253  ;  26  Am.  Rep. 
589  ;  Adams  v.  Saratoga  &  Wash.  Railroad  Co.,  10  N.  Y.  328,  332  ; 
Bolton  V.  Jacks,  6  Robt  166,  198 ;  Porter  v.  Bronson,  29  How. 
Pr.  292  ;  Tebbetts  v.  Tilton,  31  N.  H.  273  ;  Sanborn  v.  Fellows,  22 
id.  473,  488.  And  there  are  many  authorities  which  tend  to 
uphold  the  doctrine  that  any  judgment  rendered  without  jurisdic- 
tion may  be  impeached  in  any  proceeding  ;  and  that  in  doing  so,  any 
thing  contained  in  the  record  (of  which  such  judgment  forms  apart) 
purporting  to  give  or  prove  jurisdiction,  such  as  the  recital  of  a  sher- 
iff's return,  or  service  of  summons,  or  a  service  by  publication,  or 
any  constructive  service,  or  any  appearance  by  attorney,  or  a  finding 
by  the  court  of  such  service,  notice,  or  appearance,  may  be  im- 
peached and  contradicted  by  any  evidence,  extrinsic  as  well  as  in- 
trinsic, and  may  be  shown  to  be  untrue  and  false.  Elliott  v.  Peir- 
sol,  1  Pet.  328,  340 ;  Hickey  v.  Stewart,  3  How.  750 ;  Shelfon  v. 
Tiffin,  6  id.  163  ;  Williamson  v.  Berry,  8  id.  495,  540  ;  Webster  v. 
Reid,  11  id.  437,  460;  Thompson  v.  Whitman,  18  Wall.  457  ; 
Knowles  v.  Gas-light  Co.,  supra;  Earl  v.  McVeigh,  supra;  Borden 
V.  Fitch,  15  Johns.  121,  141  ;  Latham  v.  Edgerton^  9  Cow.  227 ; 
Starbuck  v.  Murray,  5  Wend.  148,  156 ;  Shumway  v.  Stittman,  6 
id.  448,  453  ;  Dobson  v.  Pearce,  12  N.  Y.  164  ;  Ken^  v.  Kerr,  41  id, 
272  ;  Rape  v.  Heaton,  9  Wis.  328,  332  ;   Pollard  v.  Wegener,  13  id. 
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569,  576 ;  Russell  v.  Perry,  14  N.  H.  152 ;  Norwood  v.  Cobb,  15 
Texas,  500 ;  s.  c,  24  id.  551 ;  Horan  v.  Wahrenberger,  9  id. 
313  ;  Price  v.  Ward,  25  N.  J.  Law  (1  Dutch.),  225  ;  Carleton  v. 
Bickford,  13  Gray,  591 ;  Aldrich  v.  Kinney,  4  Conn.  380  ;  Miller  v. 
flandy,  40  111.  448  ;  Cooper  v.  Sunderland,  3  Iowa,  114,  127;  Po/- 
terJ  V.  Baldwin,  22  id.  328. 

The  decisions  upon  the  question  which  we  are  now  discussing 
are  conflicting  and  contradictory,  and  of  course  they  cannot  all  be 
good  law.  The  case  of  Hahn  v.  Kelley,  supra,  is  disapproved  in 
the  case  of  Oalpin  v.  Page,  3  Sawyer,  94,  106  (this  last  decision 
following  that  of  Oalpin  v.  Page,  18  Wall.  350).  The  case  of  Mc- 
Donald V.  Leewright^  supra,  is  decided  upon  the  sole  ground  that 
a  sheriffs  return  cannot  be  impeached  in  any  case,  except  in  an 
action  against  the  sheriflf  for  a  false  return,  which  ground,  as  we 
have  already  seen,  is  wholly  untenable  in  Kansas.  The  case  of 
Callen  v.  Ellison,  stipra,  seems  to  enunciate  the  doctrine  that  a 
judgment  rendered  upon  an  appearance  by  an  attorney,  cannot  be 
impeached  in  a  collateral  proceeding  by  showing  that  such 
attorney  had  no  authority  to  make  any  such  appearance.  The  de- 
cision in  the  case  last  mentioned  may  perhaps  not  go  quite  to  this 
extent.  If  it  does  not,  then  it  is  not  applicable  to  this  case  ;  but 
if  it  does,  then  it  will  be  found  to  be  in  conflict  with  the  following 
decisions  heretofore  cited,  to  wit :  Shellon  v.  Tiffin,  StarbucJc  v. 
Murray,  Shumtoay  v.  Stillman,  Kerr  v.  Kerr,  Price  v.  Ward,  and 
Aldrich  v.  Kenney,     See,  also,  Bodurtha  v.  Goodrich,  3  Gray,  508. 

The  decision  in  the  Nebraska  case  of  Johnson  v.  Jones,  supra, 
relating  to  the  impeachment  of  judgments  for  want  of  jurisdiction, 
is  but  little  more  than  dictum,  and  very  bad  dictum,  too.  The  case 
itself  would  have  been  decided  in  precisely  the  same  way  that  it 
was  decided,  even  if  the  question  of  jurisdiction  had  not  been 
raised.  The  effect  of  this  decision,  or  rather  dictum,  is  as  follows  : 
Where  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  a  person  who  has  never  had 
any  notice  either  of  the  action  or  of  the  judgment,  he  must,  never- 
theless, take  notice  thereof  within  the  time  "  provided  by  law  for 
appeal,  review,  rehearing,  or  impeachment  by  writ  of  error,"  nnd 
resort  to  such  remedy,  or  he  will  be  forever  remediless.  It  is  his 
own  fault  if  he  does  not  ascertain  within  such  time  that  such  judg- 
ment was  rendered  against  him.  He  has  no  right  to  remain  igno- 
rant of  the  rendition  of  such  judgment,  and  consequently  to  re- 
main quiet  and  inactive.  He  has  no» right  to  wait  until  he  receives 
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actual  notice  of  the  judgment,  by  an  attempt  being  made  to  en- 
force it  against  him  ;  and  if  he  does  so  wait,  he  cannot  then  main- 
tain an  action  to  have  the  judgment  declared  void,  or  to  perpetu- 
ally enjoin  its  enforcement. 

The  Michigan  case  of  Wilcox  \.  Kassick,  supra,  was  an  action  of 
debt  on  a  judgment  from  a  sister  State.  The  record  upon  its  face 
showed  jurisdiction,  and  the  judgment  appeared  to  be  valid  ;  and 
the  court  in  that  case  held  that  such  judgment  could  not  be  im- 
peached for  want  of  jurisdiction.  There  are  other  cases  holding 
the  same  thing  which  we  have  not  cited.  They  so  hold  upon  the 
theory  that  a  judgment  from  a  sister  State  is  just  as  good  as  a  do- 
mestic judgment,  and  that  a  domestic  judgment  could  not  be  so 
impeached.  The  theory  that  a  judgment  from  a  sister  State  is  en- 
titled to  the  same  faith  and  credit  as  a  domestic  judgment,  is  un- 
questionably correct.  It  is  sustained  by  all  the  authorities,  from 
the  decision  in  the  case  of  Mills  w  Duryea,  7  Cranch,  484,  down  to 
the  present  day.  And  of  course,  if  a  domestic  judgment  cannot 
be  impeached  collaterally,  and  by  extrinsic  evidence,  a  judgment 
from  a  sister  Stat^»  cannot  be  so  impeached.  But  the  authority  is 
now  overwhelming  that  a  judgment  from  a  sister  State  may  be  so 
imi>eaclied.  (See  cases  cited  in  case  of  Litowich  v.  Lilowich,  ante, 
p.  145).  And  hence  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Wilcox  v.  Kassick  can- 
not be  considon^d  as  very  liigh  authority  for  the  doctrine  that  a 
domestic  judgment  cannot  be  impeached. 

The  cases  of  Granger  v.  Clark,  and  Cook  v.  Darling^  supra y  do 
not  seem  to  have  received  much  consideration  from  the  courts  that 
decided  them  ;  and  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Finneran  v.  />o- 
vardy  supra,  is  founded  on  that  in  the  case  of  Cook  v.  Darling,  The 
case  of  Cook  v.  Darlirig  makes  a  distinction  between  the  records  of 
courts  of  superior  jurisdiction  and  courts  of  inferior  jurisdiction — 
holding  that  a  judgment  of  an  inferior  court  may  be  impeached 
collaterally  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  while  a  judgment  of  a  supe- 
rior court  cannot  be  so  impeached.  The  judgment  sought  to  be 
impeached  in  the  case  at  bar  is  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  inferior 
jurisdiction.  The  case  of  Lightsey  v.  Harris,  supra,  is  very  much 
like  the  case  of  McDonald  v.  Leewright,  supra.  The  case  of  Coit 
V.  Haven,  supra,  is  like  the  case  of  Cook  v.  Darling  in  making  a 
distinction  between  courts  of  superior  and  inferior  jurisdiction. 

Several  of  the  cases  cited  as  showing  that  judgments  may  be  im- 
peached collaterally  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  are  open  to  objections 
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as  to  their  exact  applicability  to  the  cjise  at  bar.  But  still  it  will 
be  found  in  all  of  them  that  either  the  decision  of  the  court  itself, 
or  the  language  of  the  judge  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
is  applicable.  Of  course,  all  decisions  made  by  State  courts  con- 
cerning the  impeachment  of  domestic  judgments  collaterally,  and 
by  extrinsic  evidence,  are  exactly  applicable  to  the  present  case, 
unless  such  decisions  are  controlled  by  local  statutes.  Also  all 
decisions  made  by  Federal  courts,  in  cases  commenced  in  the  same 
State  in  which  the  judgments  sought  to  be  so  impeached  were  ren- 
dered, are  clearly  applicable.  This  includes  the  decisions  in  the 
cases  of  Elliott  v.  PiersoUy  Hickey  v.  Stewart,  Skelton  v.  Tiffin, 
Williamson  v.  Berry,  and  Webster  v.  Leid,  supra.  If  this  case 
had  been  commenced  in  the  Federal  courts  instead  of  in  the  State 
courts,  as  it  was,  the  Federal  courts  would  undoubtedly  have 
allowed  the  said  judgment  against  said  Jane  Hicks  Brown  to  be 
impeached.  We  also  think  that  all  decisions  of  State  courts  allow- 
ing judgments  from  other  States  to  be  impeached  collaterally,  and 
by  extrinsic  evidence,  are  applicable  to  this  case.  It  is  now  settled 
beyond  all  controversy  that  judgments  from  sister  States,  wher- 
ever they  can  be  used,  are  entitled  to  the  same  faith  and  credit  as 
domestic  judgments.  That  is,  although  an  execution  cannot  be 
issued  upon  them  directly,  nor  are  they  liens  upon  real  estate  di- 
rectly, yet  when  they  are  sought  to  be  used  as  evidence,  or  as  the 
foundation  for  other  actions,  they  are  entitled  to  the  same  faith 
and  credit  as  domestic  judgments.  Now,  as  nearly  all  courts  hold 
that  judgments  from  sister  States  may  be  impeached  collaterally 
for  want  of  jurisdiction,  and  by  extrinsic  evidence,  it  is  substan- 
tially a  holding  that  domestic  judgments  may  also  be  impeached 
under  like  circumstances.  Proceedings  instituted  for  the  purpose  of 
destroying,  impairing,  or  modifying  the  force  or  effect  of  a  judg- 
ment for  all  cases,  such  as  proceedings  to  reverse,  vacate,  set  aside, 
declare  void,  suspend,  tfiodify,  or  perpetually  enjoin  a  judgment, 
are  direct  proceedings.  But  a  proceeding  instituted  for  some  other 
purpose,  and  in  which  the  question  of  the  force  or  effect  of  the 
judgment  arises  only  incidentally,  is  a  collateral  proceeding.  A 
judgment  rendered  with  jurisdiction  can  never  be  impeached  in  a 
collateral  proceeding  ;  but  a  judgment  rendered  without  jurisdic- 
tion may.  In  fact,  a  judgment  rendered  without  jurisdiction  is  no 
judgment  at  all.  A  judgment  cannot  be  rendered  against  any  per- 
son until  he  has  had  his  day  in  court,  and  until  he  has  had  an  op- 
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portunity  to  be  heard.  1't)  say  that  the  record  of  a  judgment  can 
conclusively  prove  that  any  person  was  a  party  to  the  action  in 
which  it  was  rendered,  and  then  to  say  that  the  judgment  is  con- 
clusively valid  because  he  was  a  party,  is  to  reason  illogically.  It 
is  begging  the  question.  It  is  reasoning  in  a  circle.  That  is,  the 
judgment  proves  that  he  was  a  party,  and  being  a  party,  proves  the 
validity  of  the  judgment.  There  was  no  finding  in  this  case  by 
the  court  rendering  the  judgment  that  said  Jane  Hicks  Brown  was 
served  with  notice,  or  tliat  she  was  in  fact  a  party  to  the  suit ;  but 
even  a  finding  to  that  effect  could  not  make  any  difference,  for  a 
court  cannot  make  a  finding  against  a  person  until  after  the  court 
has  obtained  jurisdiction  of  such  person. 

In  an  action  in  the  nature  of  ejectment,  such  as  the  present 
action  is,  the  validity  of  a  judgment  under  which  either  party 
claims  title,  is  just  as  much  in  issue  as  the  validity  of  any  judg- 
ment in  any  action  can  be.  But  there  is  this  difference  :  in  the 
most  of  actions,  where  the  validity  of  a  judgment  is  put  in  issue, 
the  pleadings  must  specifically  sliow  the  issue.  But  in  ejectment 
this  is  not  necessary.  In  ejectment  all  that  is  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  do  is  to  allege  in  his  pleading  **  that  he  has  a  legal  or 
equitable  estate  "  in  the  land  in  controversy,  describing  the  same, 
and  that  he  '*is  entitled  to  the  possession  thereof;  "  while  all  that 
is  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  do  is  simply  to  deny  the  plaintiff's 
allegations.  And  then  every  thing  is  in  issue  that  will  sustain 
either  title  or  defeat  either  title  ;  and  each  side  is  bound  to  take 
notice  thereof.  Every  thing  is  in  issue  as  much  as  though  it  was 
set  out  in  the  pleadings  in  the  most  elaborate  detail,  and  with  the 
greatest  circumstantial  particularity.  Probably  no  action,  except 
one  to  reverse,  vacate,  modify,  suspend,  or  perpetually  enjoin  a 
judgment,  can  be  said  to  be  a  direct  attack  upon  such  judgment. 
And  if  not,  then  ejectment  cannot  be  a  direct  attack  upon  any 
judgment.  But  where  the  validity  of  a  judgment  is  in  issue  in 
ejectment,  the  attack  upon  the  judgment  is  as  direct  as  it  can  be 
in  any  other  action,  except  an  action  to  reverse,  vacate,  modify, 
suspend  or  perpetually  enjoin  the  judgment,  and  the  parties  are  in 
law  and  by  the  nature  of  the  action  bound  to  take  notice  of  this 
attack  just  as  much  as  they  would  in  any  other  action. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  will  be  affirmed. 

HoBTON,  C.  J.     I  concur  in  the  foregoing  opinion,  but  as  the 
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qaestion  is  one  of  very  grave  importance,  I  wish  to  add,  that  while 
it  is  not  to  be  denied  there  are  numerous  decisions  of  most  respect- 
able courts  sustaining  another  rule,  in  my  judgment  the  conflict- 
ing decisions  are  based  upon  insufficient  and  unsatisfactory  reasons.  ' 
The  prior  decisions  of  this  court  have  settled  the  law  in  this  State 
to  be  that  an  officer's  return  of  service  on  original  process  may  be 
impeached  in  a  direct  proceeding  J^/ore  ^nd  after  judgment,  where 
the  return  states  facts  (as  in  this  case)  which  do  not  come  within 
the  personal  knowledge  of  the  officer.  Bond  v.  Wilson,  8  Kans. 
229 ;  Chambers  v.  Bridge  Manufactory,  16  id.  270  ;  Hanson  v. 
Wolcotty  19  id.  207.  The  new  question  now  involved  is,  whether 
this  principle  shall  be  applied  in  actions  in  the  nature  of  eject- 
ment, where  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  sustain  his  title  by  a  sheriff's 
deed  based  upon  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  on 
default,  when  there  was  in  fact  (notwithstanding  the  return  of  the 
officer)  no  service  of  summons,  nor  any  waiver  thereof.  The  ablest 
of  the  opinions,  holding  adverse  views,  concede  they  violate  all 
principles  of  natural  justice,  but  attempt  to  fortify  their  forced 
conclusions  on  the  plea  of  public  policy.  Now,  in  this  State,  it  is 
unnecessary  for  a  plaintiff,  in  an  action  to  recover  the  possession 
of  real  property,  to  allege  how  his  estate  or  ownership  is  derived. 
All  he  need  do  is  to  state  and  prove  he  has  a  legal  or  equitable 
estate  in  the  property  sued  for.  Likewise,  the  defendant  can  plead 
or  set  forth  his  defense  in  as  general  terms.  He  need  only  deny 
generally  the  plaintiff's  title  ;  and  without  allegations  or  notice  of 
fraud  in  the  execution  of  the  contract,  deed,  or  conveyance  on 
which  the  plaintiff  relies,  the  defendant  may  offer  evidence  under 
his  answer,  and  surprise  and  successfully  destroy  the  title.  Even 
tax  deeds,  valid  upon  their  face,  may  be  attacked  and  impeached 
by  evidence  aliunde,  without  the  pleadings  pointing  out  any  de- 
fect. In  a  word,  under  a  general  denial,  we  have  already  held, 
that  in  actions  of  this  nature  the  defendant  may  show,  by  any 
legal  evidence  which  he  may  have,  that  he  is  the  owner  of  the  land 
in  controversy.  ffalVs  Heirs  v.  Dodge,  18  Kans.  277.  If  our  Code 
has  authorized,  upon  pleadings  of  such  general  terms,  evidence  of 
so  broad  a  quality  to  be  presented,  I  see  no  reason  to  deny  the 
right  to  impeach  in  this  suit  a  judgment  of  the  character  that 
Bartlett  obtained  against  Jane  Hicks  Brown  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  in  1860.  The  fact  that  it  is  prima  facie  and  presumptive 
evidence  of  its  truth  is  a  sufficient  advantage  to  the  plaintiff  rest- 
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ing  upon  it;  and  the  party  affected  thereby,  having  no  notice  by  the 
pleadings  that  it  would  be  used  to  sustain  any  issue,  would  be,  it 
seems  to  me,  more  greatly  prejudiced  by  a  denial  of  the  right  to 
controvert  and  disprove  it,  than  the  plaintiff  would  be  if  called 
upon  to  sustain  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  when  that  jurisdic- 
tion is  attacked  with  the  proof  that  Jane  Hicks  Brown  was  not 
within  the  State  at  the  time  of  the  pretended  service.  I  see  no 
valid  reason  for  placing  a  defendant  under  this  disadvantage 
against  a  judgment  thus  obtained.  The  fairness  and  the  justice 
seem  in  favor  of  the  right  to  impeach  and  annul  the  judgment. 

Under  the  Federal  statutes,  the  plaintiff  being  a  citizen  of 
another  State,  and  the  defendants  citizens  of  Kansas,  either  party 
could  have  removed  the  suit  before  trial  to  the  United  States  Circuit 
Court  for  this  district.  If  the  defendants  had  taken  advantage  of 
this  statute  authorizing  such  removals,  under  the  decisions  of  the 
Federal  courts  it  seems  to  be  settled  that  the  pretended  judgment 
could  have  been  successfully  impeached  by  the  defendants  in  that 
court.  Thompson  y.  Whitman^  18  Wall.  457;  Knoivles  y.  Gas-light 
&  Coke  Co.,  19  id.  58;  Earle  v.  McVeigh,  1  Otto  (U.  S.),  503;  Shel- 
ton  V.  Tiffin,  6  How.  163;  Webster  v.  Reid,  11  id.  437;  Elliott  v. 
Peirsoly  1  Pet.  328.     See,  also,  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S.  714.    . 

If  we  now  hold  that  the  defendants  cannot  obtain  the  same 
rights  under  our  practice  in  our  own  courts,  as  in  the  Federal  courts 
held  in  the  State,  or  if  we  remit  the  defendants  to  other  modes  of 
redress  than  awarded  them  in  the  District  Court,  we  deprive  our 
own  courts  of  some  authority  and  power,  and  restrict  their  proced- 
ure upon  grounds  of  policy  unknown  to  Federal  practice.  We 
would  thus  tend  to  swell  the  litigation  in  the  Federal  courts,  whose 
extensive  and  encroaching  jurisdiction  is  already  a  subject  of  com- 
plaint with  some  of  the  profession,  and  is  viewed  by  many  as  peril- 
ing, not  only  the  importance,  but  the  existence  of  our  State  courts. 
In  my  view,  not  only  do  the  principles  of  natural  justice,  but  like- 
wise the  true  principles  of  policy,  considering  the  proyisions  of  ouf 
Civil  Code  and  the  prior  decisions  of  this  couri^  sustain  the  opin- 
ion of  my  learned  brother. 

Brbwer,  J.,  dissented. 
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Western  Union  Telegraph  Oo.  v.  Rich. 

a9KaD8  U7  ) 

BMemerU  —  railroad  right  of  wxy  —  tdepraph  Um. 

In  order  to  construct  a  telegraph  line  along  its  route  for  its  own  use,  a  railroad 
company  may  cut  down  trees  standing  on  its  way,  without  incurring  any 
additional  liability  to  the  original  owner  of  the  land  for  compensation;  and 
if  such  telegraph  line  is  constructed  by  the  railroad  company  and  another 
for  their  joint  use,  the  latter,  and  the  latter  alone,  is  liable  to  such  land- 
owner for  the  additional  damage  to  the  land  by  the  use  of  the  telegraph 
line.* 

TRESPASS.    The  opinion  states  the  facts.     Judgment  for  pl|UD- 
tiff,  and  defendant  brought  error. 

Ross  Burns  and  J,  J.  Waters,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Randolph  &  Sedgwick,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Brewer,  J.  Ricli  sued  the  telegraph  company  in  the  Lyon 
county  District  Court  to  recover  $435,  treble  the  value  of  trees  and 
vines  belonging  to  Rich  and  on  his  land,  and  alleged  to  have  been 
cut  down  and  destroyed  by  the  agents  and  employees  of  the  tele- 
graph company.  There  was  a  trial  by  jury,  and  a  verdict  returned 
of  $270,  which  judgment  the  telegraph  company  asks  to  be  reviewed. 

[A  question  of  practice  omitted.] 

It  appears  that  the  trees  were  on  or  close  by  the  right  of  way  of 
the  A.  T.  &  S.  F.  Railroad,  and  were  cut  down  to  make  room  for 
some  telegraph  poles  and  prevent  interference  with  the  telegraph 
wire.  This  line  of  telegraph  was,  it  was  claimed  by  plaintiff,  built 
and  owned  by  the  defendant,  and  the  trees  cut  down  by  its  em- 
ployees. On  the  other  hand  the  defendant  sought  to  prove  that  it 
was  built  by  the  defendant  and  the  railroad  company,  under  an 
arrangement  for  its  joint  use  by  the  two  companies.  A  witness 
was  called,  and  the  defendant  offered  to  prove  by  him  that  the  line 
of  telegraph  was  built  jointly  by  defendant  and  the  railroad  com- 

•See  SmOhwniem  K.  R.  Co.  t.  SouOum,  ete.^  Telegraph  Co,  (48  Oa.  43).  12  Am.  Hep, 
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pany  for  the  use  of  the  railroad  company  in  the  moving  of 
its  trains,  and  the  transaction  of  its  bnsiness,  that  it  was  a 
part  of  and  necessary  to  its  business,  and  was  built  upon  and 
over  the  right  of  way  of  the  railroad  company  ;  but  the  court 
refused  to  receive  the  testimony,  and  the  defendant  excepted.  In 
this  we  think  the  court  erred.  A  telegraph  line,  if  not  indispensa- 
ble to  a  railroad,  tends  so  much  to  facilitate  its  business,  and  to 
the  speedy  and  safe  running  of  its  trains,  that  the  milroad  company 
has  a  right  to  build  it,  to  use  its  right  of  way  therefor,  and  to  re- 
move jjU  obstructions  thereon,  to  its  fullest  and  most  uninterrupted 
and  beneficial  use.  Although  it  may  have  but  an  easement  in  the 
land,  and  that  easement  limited  to  its  use  for  railroad  purposes,  yet 
a  telegraph  is  so  convenient  if  not  indispensable,  that  it  may  cut 
down  every  tree  and  bush  on  the  right  of  way  if  necessary  for  the 
most  constant  and  efficient  use  of  a  telegraph  line  built  by  it  over 
and  upon  such  right  of  way,  just  as  it  may  dig  away  a  hill,  or  fill 
up  a  ravine,  for  the  sake  of  a  water  tank  or  a  station-house.  Si' 
Jos.  (£  D.  C,  Railroad  Co.  v.  Dry  den,  11  Kans.  186.  By  so  doing  it 
gives  the  adjacent  land-owner  no  claim  for  damages.  Such  use  is 
contemplated  in  the  original  condemnation,  and  the  damages  re- 
sulting thei-efroni  are  part  of  the  damages  included  in  the  assess- 
ment therefor.  In  short,  the  i-ailroad  company  may  use  its  right 
of  way  not  merely  for  its  tmck,  but  for  any  other  building  or  erec- 
tion which  reasonably  tends  to  facilitate  its  business  of  transporting 
freight  and  passengers,  and  by  such  use  in  no  manner  transcends 
the  purposes  and  extent  of  the  easement,  or  exposes  itself  to  any 
claim  for  additional  damages  to  the  original  land-owner.  So  that 
if  the  railroad  company  had  built  this  line  by  itself,  and  independ- 
ent of  the  defendant,  and  in  so  doing  had  only  cut  down  trees 
upon  its  right  of  way,  it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  would  have  had  no 
cause  of  action  therefor.  Does  the  fact,  that  it  took  a  partner  in 
the  construction  and  use  of  the  telegraph,  expose  it  or  such  partner 
to  any  liabihty  to  the  land-owner  for  the  full  value  of  trees  cut 
down  upon  its  right  of  way  ?  We  think  not.  If  the  railroad  com- 
pany could  build  by  itself  without  liability,  it  did  not  assume  lia- 
bility by  building  with  another.  Whatever  it  could  do  and  would 
liave  done  for  its  own  use  and  benefit,  and  was  so  done,  was,  so  far 
as  the  land-owner  is  concerned,  damnum  abseque  injuria,  no  mat- 
ter who  bore  the  expense  ;  or  perhaps  more  correctly,  it  was  dam- 
ages already  paid  for.     We  do  not  question  that  every  additional 
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burden  cast  upon  the  laud  outside  of  the  purpose  and  scope  of  the 
original  easement,  no  matter  in  whose  behalf,  gives  to  the  land-owner 
new  claim  for  compensation.  But  such  compensation  is  limited  to 
the  extent  of  the  additional  burden.  Hatch  v.  C.  £  /.  Railroad 
Co.,  18  Ohio  St.  92  ;  L.  M,  &  C.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Dayton^  23  id. 
510  ;  State  v.  Maim,  27  Conn.  641.  Of  course,  if  the  trees  were 
not  upon  the  right  of  way,  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  defendant 
Duilt  the  line  alone  or  jointly  with  the  railroad  company,  for  in  the 
latter  case  either  would  be  responsible  for  the  entire  damages.  We 
cannot  of  course  pass  upon  this  question  of  fact,  for  we  cannot  tell 
what  the  testimony,  if  admitted,  would  have  disclosed.  It  is  enough 
that  the  testimony  offered  ought  to  have  been  admitted,  and  then 
the  jury  instructed  that,  if  the  facts  were  as  defendant  sought  to 
prove  them  to  be,  the  defendant  was  liable  for  only  the  damages 
caused  by  the  additional  burden,  if  any,  its  use  of  the  telegraph 
cast  upon  the  land. 

The  judgment  will  be  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  for  a  new 
trial. 

All  the  justices  concurring. 


Mickel  v.  Hicks. 

(19Kaii8.  678.) 
JurUdieiion  —  administrator* $  sale  of  real  eHate  — >  naties  to  ?ieir$. 

Proceeding^  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  by  an  administrator  are  not  proceedings 
in  rem,  and  notice  to  the  heirs  is  essential  to  Jurisdiction. 

A  recital  in  a  judgment  of  "  due  service"  of  a  notice  cannot  prerafl  against 
evidence  furnished  bj  the  same  record  that  the  notice  was  not  duly  served. 

EJECTMENT.     The  defendant  claimed  under  an  administra* 
tor's  sale,  and  had  judgment,  and  the  plaintiff  brought  error* 
The  opinion  discloses  the  facts. 

CHllett  £  Fordey  for  plaintiff. 

Rugglesy  Scott  £  Lyntiy  for  defendants. 

Bb^wi:]'^  J.    The  question  in  this  case  is,  as  to  the  yalidity  of 
Vol.  XXVII  —  21 
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an  administrator's  sale.  Its  validity  is  challenged  on  two  groands: 
Ist,  the  insufficiency  of  the  petition  for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate; 
and  2d,  the  invalidity  of  the  notice  given  of  the  application  for 
order  of  sale.  Passing  by  the  first,  we  shall  notice  the  second 
ground  of  attack.  And  here  it  may  be  remarked,  that  as  these 
proceedings  are  attacked  collaterally,  a  want  of  jurisdiction  must 
be  shown,  and  no  mere  matters  of  error  are  sufficient  to  invalidate 
the  sale.  This  ivS  conceded  by  counsel.  Now  as  to  the  notice. 
Section  131  of  the  administmtor's  act  of  1859  (Comp.  Laws  1862, 
p.  531),  provides,  that  "  when  such  petition  (that  is,  the  petition 
for  the  sale),  and  such  accounts,  lists,  and  inventories  shall  be  filed, 
the  court  shall  order  that  all  persons  interested  in  the  estate  be 
notified  thereof,  and  unless  the  contrary  be  shown  on  the  first  day 
of  the  next  term  of  the  court,  an  order  will  be  made  for  the  sale,'* 
etc.  "Such  notice  shall  be  published  for  six  weeks,"  etc.,  "or  by 
ten  handbills,"  etc.,  **m  the  discretion  of  the  probate  court.'^  On 
the  records  of  the  probate  court  appears  this  entry  : 

"Iff  Probate  Court  of  Lyon  county, /anwary  2d,  1866,  Jon- 
uari/  Term, 

"In  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  Zilpha  A.  Mickel,  deceased,  Wm, 
j3.  Mickel  administrator. 

'*  Now  comes  said  administrator,  by  William  T.  Galliher,  and 
files  petition  asking  for  an  order  to  sell  the  real  estate  of  said  de- 
ceased to  pay  the  debts  of  said  estate.  In  consideration  whereof, 
it  is  ordered,  that  all  persons  interested  in  said  estate  be  notified 
by  publication  six  tveeks in  the  Emporia  News"  etc. ;  " that  unless 
the  contrary  be  shown  on  the  first  Monday  in  February  of  this 
tertn  of  court,  an  order  will  be  made,"  etc. 

And  on  5th  February,  1866,  appears  the  following : 

"Now  comes  the  said  administrator,  and  the  petition  for  the 
sale  of  real  estate  of  deceased  to  pay  debts  being  for  hearing,  and 
no  cause  being  shown  why  said  petition  should  not  be  granted, 
aftiBf  due  notice  of  the  proceedings  thereof  give?i  by  publicationy^^ 
etc.,  *^  and  it  appearing  to  the  court  that  there  is  not  sufficient  per- 
sonal property  to  pay  the  debts,*'  etc.,  "a  sale  is  ordered." 

So  that  this  notice  was  ordered  by  the  court  on  the  2d  of  Jan- 
uary, 1866,  at  the  January  term,  to  be  published  in  the  Emporia 
^ews  for  six  weeks,  that  unless  the  contrary  appeared  on  the  first 
Moniday  of  Februafjr  oi'  the  same  term  of  court,  the  order  for  sale 
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would  be  granted,  etc.  The  first  Monday  of  February  was  the  5th, 
and  the  day  when  the  order  of  sale  was  made  to  the  administrator, 
and  under  which  he  made  this  sale.  Upon  this  counsel  argue,  that 
the  statute  required  that  the  notice,  if  published,  should  be  for  six 
weeks,  if  by  handbills  tiiey  should  be  put  up  twenty  days  before 
the  term  at  which  the  petition  was  to  be  presented,  and  it  author- 
ized the  probate  court  in  its  discretion  to  cause  notice  to  be  given 
in  either  manner.  The  probate  court  exercised  that  discretion  by 
ordering  the  publication  in  the  Emporia  News  for  six  weeks. 
Having  exercised  that  discretion,  notice  could  be  given  only  in  the 
manner  ordered,  and  the  notice  ordered  was  insuflScient  for  two 
reasons  :  1st,  it  was  an  impossibility  for  notice  to  be  published  for 
six  weeks  between  January  2d  and  February  5th,  less  than  five 
weeks  of  time  actually  intervening  ;  and,  2d,  the  notice  was  of  an 
application  to  be  made  at  the  same  when  it  should  have  been  at  the 
next  term.  (Probate  courts  then  as  now  held  but  four  regular 
terms  annually,  commencing  on  the  first  Mondays  of  January, 
April,  July,  and  October  respectively.)  To  this  it  is  replied,  that 
very  likely  there  is  a  mistake  in  the  date  of  this  order  of  publica- 
tion—  either  that  the  journal  entry  was  made  under  a  wrong  head- 
ing, or  that  the  order  was  in  fact  made  several  days  before  it  was 
entered  —  and  the  language  of  the  entry  is  referred  to  as  evidence 
of  this,  for  it  reads,  **Now  comes  said  administrator  ♦  ♦  * 
and  files  petition  ;"  and  the  indorsement  on  the  back  of  the  peti- 
tion, as  well  as  entries  on  another  docket,  show  that  the  petition 
WM  filed  on  the  9th  of  December  prior.  But  aside  from  the  rule, 
that  we  must  take  the  record  as  it  is,  rather  than  as  we  think  it 
ought  to  be,  the  language  of  the  order  is  conclusive  against  any 
such  mistake.  It  reads,  '^  first  Monday  in  February  of  this  term.'* 
And  as  the  term  commenced  January  1st,  and  the  order  appears  of 
date  January  2d,  it  could  not  have  been  made  but  one  day  earlier, 
and  "  this  term  "  been  applicable.  Again  it  is  said,  that  as  the 
petition  was  filed  December  9th,  publication  of  notice  may  have 
commenced  immediately  ;  that  ample  time  intervened  between  the 
tiling  of  the  petition  and  the  order  of  sale  for  publication  in  either 
manner  authorized  by  the  statute ;  that  on  February  5th  the  pro- 
bate  court  found  that  such  publication  had  actually  been  made, 
and  approved  it,  and  that  this  subsequent  approval  is  equivalent 
to  a  prior  order,  and  that  the  recital  in  the  order  of  "  due  notice*' 
ia  a  judicial  finding,  and  prima  facie  evidence  of  such  due  notice. 
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and,  as  the  notice  itself  and  proof  of  publication  are  gone,  con- 
clusive evidence  thereof.  With  this  view  the  order  of  January  2d 
may  be  entirely  disregarded,  and  jurisdiction  sustained  upon  the 
finding  of  **due  notice,"  and  the  time  of  filing  the  petition.  To 
this  it  is  replied,  that  a  finding  of  due  notice,  if  a  general  finding, 
as  this  is,  is  always  limited  by  and  construed  as  referring  to  the 
actual  notice  found  in  the  record;  that  no  notice  could  be  given 
in  either  manner  until  the  court  had  first  determined  which  should 
be  pursued;  that  it  did  so  determine,  and  that  although  the  notice 
itself  may  be  gone,  yet  it  must  be  presumed  to  have  started  from 
and  been  controlled  by  the  only  order  in  reference  thereto  found 
in  the  record. 

The  question  is  not  free  from  difficulty,  and  the  members  of  this 
court  do  not  agi*ee  in  their  views.  The  writer  of  this  opinion  is 
inclined  to  regard  with  favor  the  first  of  the  above  lines  of  argu- 
ment, and  to  consider  the  order  of  sale  as  beyond  successful  attack, 
while  the  other  members  of  the  court  yield  their  assent  to  the  pro- 
positions last  stated,  and  hold  the  order  made  without  due  notice, 
and  therefore  void.  It  is  essential  to  jurisdiction  of  the  person 
that  there  be  notice.  A  finding  of  notice  is  at  best  but  prima  facie 
evidence  of  notice.  If  an  attempt  at  notice  appears  in  the  record, 
the  finding,  if  a  general  one,  refers  to  and  is  limited  by  such 
attempted  notice.  If  that  be  fatally  defective,  there  is  no  presump- 
tion of  notice  in  other  or  better  way.  Where  the  court  determines 
what  kind  of  notice  must  be  given,  no  right  to  give  any  notice 
exists  until  the  court  has  made  its  determination.  A  determina- 
tion of  that  kind  does  not  relate  back,  so  as  to  ratify  unauthor- 
ized acts  of  notice.  There  is  in  the  entry  in  this  case  directing  notice 
nothing  in  terms  or  effect  like  nunc  pro  tunc  order.  It  operates 
only  in  the  future;  it  purports  to  be  only  for  the  future.  A  notice, 
without  an  order  prescribing  the  manner  thereof,  has  no  force.  If 
there  be  an  order,  a  notice  must  follow  the  order;  and  if  the  order 
prescribe  an  impossible  or  illegal  notice,  neither  order  nor  notice  is 
of  any  force,  and  though  the  notice  be  gone  the  order  proves  the 
invalidity  of  both.  Tried  by  these  propositions,  the  court  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  order  of  sale  was  made  without  any  proper  service 
of  notice,  and  is  therefore  void.  Valle  v.  Fleming^  19  Mo.  454; 
SibUy  V.  Waffle,  16  N.  Y.  180. 

But  we  are  met  by  the  further  claim  that  these  proceedings  for 
the  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  decedents  are  proceedings  in  rem,  and 
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that  therefore  so  far  as  any  question  of  jurisdiction  is  concerned  it 
is  immaterial  whether  suflScient  or  indeed  any  notice  was  given  ; 
that  the  provision  requiring  notice  is  directory,  and  that  no  defect 
therein  affects  the  jurisdiction.  Are  these  proceedings  for  the  sale 
of  the  real  estate  of  decedents  proceedings  i7i  rem?  An  examina- 
tion of  the  authorities  discloses  a  wonderful  disagreement.  See, 
among  many,  the  following,  holding  that  they  are :  Orignous, 
Lessee  v.  AstoVy  2  How.  (U.  S.)  319;  Mohr  v.  Manierre,  9  Chitago 
Legal  News,  270;  Sheldon  v.  Newton,  3  Ohio  St.  494,  containing  a 
strong  argument  by  Eanney,  J.;  Benso7i\.  Cilky,  8  Ohio  St.  604. 
And  these,  the  contmry:  Gihhs  \.  Shaw,  17  Wis.  197;  Good  \. 
Xorley,  28  Iowa,  188,  opinion  by  Beck,  J. ;  Morris  v.  Hogle,  37 
III.  150;  Sibley  v.  Waffle,  16  N.  Y.  180.  The  ai-gument  in  favor  of 
the  affirmative  is  in  bnef,  that  the  administrator  reprebents  the 
estate,  and  has  its  property  in  his  possession;  that  when  the  court 
appoints  him  it  gives  him  possession  and  charge  of  all  of  deced- 
ent's property;  that  it  is  optional  with  the  legislature  to  provide 
for  the  sale  of  the  personal  or  the  real  estate  first;  that  in  certain 
instances  it  has  authorized  the  prior  sale  of  the  real  estate  (Gomp. 
Laws,  531;  §  133);  that  a  sale  of  the  personal  estate  is  made  with- 
out notice  of  an  application  for  an  order,  and  even  without  any 
order,  and  that  the  same  provision  might  have  been  made  for  the 
sale  of  the  real  estate;  and  that  as  the  administrator  has  possession 
of  the  i-eal  estate  as  of  other  property,  notice  to  other  parties  when 
required  is  to  be  regarded  as  directory,  but  as  in  no  manner  affect- 
ing the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  ordering  the  administrator  to 
sell  the  property  he  has  in  his  possession.  On  the  other  hand  it  is 
said  that  the  administrator  has  no  possession  of  the  real  estate 
except  when  specially  ordered  by  the  court;  that  the  title  and 
possession,  and  right  of  possession,  pass  immediately  to  the  heirs, 
subject  to  be  divested  only  by  the  special  order  directing  a  lease,  or 
sale  ;  that  as  the  heirs  have  the  title,  the  possession,  and  right  of 
possession,  a  proceeding  to  divest  them  of  these  must  in  the  nature 
of  things  be  adversary;  that  it  is  of  ancient  law  that  the  title  and 
possession  of  real  estate  passes  to  the  heir,  of  personal  to  the 
executor  or  administrator;  that  an  order  to  the  latter  to  sell  per- 
gonal property  may  well  be  a  proceeding  in  rem,  as  it  is  an  order 
for  the  sale  of  that  of  which  he  has  both  the  legal  title  and  the 
possession,  while  an  order  to  him  to  sell  real  estate,  of  which  he 
has  neither  title  nor  possession,  must  in  the  nature  of  things  be^  as 
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to  those  holding  both  title  and  possession,  adversary.  We  do  not 
care  to  enter  into  any  lengthy  discussion  of  this  question,  which 
has  been  so  fully  discussed  in  the  cases  we  have  cited,  as  well  as  in 
many  others.  We  shall  content  ourselves  with  expressing  our 
adherence  to  the  views  of  those  courts  which  hold  the  proceeding 
adversary,  so  far  as  the  heirs  are  concerned,  and  notice  to  them  juris' 
dictional.  Briefly,  we  may  say  that  the  title  and  possession  of  real 
estate  pass  immediately  to  the  heirs;  that  it  is  not  sold  as  of  course 
but  only  when  necessary  to  pay  debts;  that  until  the  fact  is  judi- 
cially established,  the  heirs  may  not  be  divested  of  their  title,  and 
before  one  is  divested  of  title  to  property  he  ought  to  have  his  day 
in  court;  that  the  appointment  of  an  administrator  does  not  bring 
the  heir  into  court ;  that  he  must  be  brought  in,  if  brought  in  at  all 
by  special  notice;  that  as  the  heir  ought  to  have  notice,  the  legisla- 
ture has  required  notice;  and  that  a  requirement  so  wise  and  just 
ought  not  to  be  weakened  or  annulled  by  judicial  construction. 
Further,  we  may  add  that  the  waste  of  estate  in  settlements  is  pro- 
verbial, and  that  provisions  checking  hasty  sales,  and  requiring 
notice  to  parties  interested,  tend  to  diminish  the  waste,  and  their 
salutary  effect  ought  not  to  be  destroyed.  While  therefore  judicial 
sales  ought  to  be  upheld  as  against  any  mere  errors,  yet  it  is  not 
too  much  to  require  purchasers  at  such  sales  to  examine  the  records 
so  far  as  to  see  that  the  adverse  parties  received  proper  notice  of  the 
proceedings,  and  had  therefore  the  opportunity  to  contest  them. 

For  the  error  above  indicated,  and  without  pursuing  this  discus- 
sion further,  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  must  be  reversed, 
and  the  case  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

All  the  justices  concurring. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Doolittle  v.  Ferry. 

(SO  Kans.  £80.) 

Negotiable  paper '^indor$ement  — parol  evidence  to  wvry  effed  of. 

Parol  evidence  is  iiiadmissible  to  chang;e  a  simple  indorsement  of  a  prom 
issory  note  into  an  indorsement  without  recourse.* 


^See  CTiariesy.  BeniB  (4d  Wis.  56K24  Am.  Rep.  888;  oontm,  Ban-^.  Espy  (MPenn.  81. 
I8D,  5  Am.  Bep.  89i ;  and  compare^  Downer  v.  Cheesbrough  (38  Conn.  30),  4  Am  Rep.  9k 
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ACTION  against  indorser  of  a  promissory  note.  On  the  trial  evi- 
dence was  admitted  under  objection  of  a  parol  agreement  that 
the  indorsement  was  without  recourse  and  simply  to  transfer  title. 
The  jury  were  charged  that  if  they  found  such  to  be  the  fact  they 
should  find  for  defendant.     Verdict  for  the  defendant 

(iUUtt  £  Forde,  for  plaintiff. 
Starry  d  Sedgwickj  for  defendants. 

Brewer,  J.  The  defendants  were  the  payees  of  a  negotiable 
note,  and  transferred  the  same  to  plaintiff  in  error,  by  an  indorse- 
ment in  these  words:  "  Pay  to  J.  jS  Doolittle. — Ferry  &  Watson." 
And  the  important  question  is,  whether  testimony  is  competent  to 
show  a  parol  contract,  contemporaneous  with  said  indorsement,  that 
the  indorsers  should  under  no  event  become  liable  to  the  indorsee 
in  consequence  of  said  indorsement,  aod  that  the  same  should  be 
operative  simply  to  transfer  the  title  to  the  paper.  That  from  such 
indorsement  the  law  implies  a  well-defined  contract,  and  that  such 
contract  casts  a  conditional  liability  on  the  indorser  is  conceded. 
And  that  such  implied  contract  is  conclusive  as  between  remote 
parties  to  the  note  without  notice  of  any  different  express  contract 
is  clear.  But  the  difficult  question  is,  whether  as  between  the 
immediate  parties  the  implied  contract  is  to  be  treated  as  a  written 
agreement  which  cannot  he  overthrown  by  parol  testimony.  If  the 
contract  which  the  law  implies  is  in  fact  written  out  above  the 
signature  of  the  indorser,  no  one  doubts  that  it  is  conclusive.  Is 
that  which  is  implied  equally  conclusive  ?  In  2  Pars,  on  Notes 
and  Bills,  23,  the  author  says: 

'' The  exact  question  is  this:  Suppose  over  an  indorsement  an 
agreement  is  written  out  in  full,  setting  forth  exactly  the  same 
promises  which  the  law  implies  from  a  blank  indorsement;  suppose 
further,  that  in  an  action  by  the  indorsee  upon  this  indorsement, 
evidence  was  offered  by  either  party  which  was  inadmissible  on  the 
ground  that  it  varied  a  written  agreement,  would  the  same  evi- 
dence be  inadmissible  in  the  same  action,  if  the  indorsement  were 
in  blank?  We  are  strongly  disposed  to  say  that  it  would  be  so,  as 
a  general  rule,  and  to  consider  those  cases  in  which  such  evidence 
would  seem  to  be  admissible  as  exceptions." 

With  the  principle  thus  enunciated  we  concur.     The  contract 
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which  the  law  implies  is  of  the  same  force  as  though  it  were 
reduced  to  writing,  and  can  be  limited  or  impeached  by  only  the 
same  kind  of  testimony.  It  would  be  folly  to  assert  that  the 
authorities  are  all  in  harmony,  and  that  the  cases  in  which  testi- 
mony of  a  parol  agreement  has  been  admitted  to  vary  the  effect  of 
an  indorsement  can  all  be  reconciled  as  mere  exceptions  to  and  not 
in  conflict  with  this  rule.  But  the  rule  itself  is  well  supported  by 
authority,  and  seems  to  us  resting  upon  sound  foundations,  and 
conducive  to  the  stability  and  value  of  negotiable  paper.  The  law 
gives  to  an  indorsement  a  two-fold  force. .  It  operates  to  transfer 
title;  it  is  the  assumption  of  a  conditional  liability.  If  an  absolute 
liability  is  desired,  apt  words  are  well  known  and  in  common  use. 
A  waiver  of  notice  and  protest,  written  above  the  indorsement,  will 
make  the  liability  certain  —  the  liability  of  a  surety,  it  may  be,  but 
still  a  fixed  and  certain  liability  on  the  instrument.  If  a  transfer 
of  title  without  assumption  of  liability  is  sought,  equally  apt  and 
well-known  words  are  at  hand.  "  Without  recourse,"  relieves  the 
indorsee  Where  the  law  furnishes  such  apt,  brief  and  well-known 
expressions  for  making  the  indorsement  accomplish  exactly  what 
the  parties  may  desire,  wise  policy  demands  that  each  form  of 
indorsement  should  conclusively  carry  with  it  the  liability  which  it 
implies.  There  are  no  instruments  concerning  which  it  is  more 
important  that  the  rules  should  be  clear,  settled  and  conclusive, 
than  negotiable  paper.  Such  paper  subserves  an  invaluable  pur- 
pose in  business  transactions,  and  should  tell  upon  its  face  the 
whole  story  of  its  obligations.  Where  for  convenience,  and  to  facil- 
itate business,  certain  short  forms  and  expressions  are  used,  to 
which  the  law  has  attached  certain  implications,  those  implica- 
tions should  be  as  conclusive  upon  all  the  parties  as  though  the 
full  contract  were  reduced  to  writing.  In  a  note  by  Judge  Red- 
field  to  the  case  of  Dale  v.  OeaVy  to  which  we  shall  refer  hereafter, 
12  Am.  Law.  Reg.  (N.  S.)  23,  it  is  said  : 

"  The  abstract  question,  whether  the  legal  intendment  of  a  con- 
tract or  instrument  is  any  more  open  to  explanation  by  oral  proof, 
than  the  very  language  used,  is  one  which  can  properly  admit  of 
no  doubt.  The  legal  or  natural  implications,  attendant  upon  the 
use  of  a  term,  are  as  much  a  part  of  the  ^  language  *  of  a  contract 
or  instrument,  as  are  the  more  direct  and  explicit  meanings  attached 
to  the  words." 

In  1  Daniels  on  Negotiable  Instruments,  533,  the  author  says : 
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"  But  when  it  appears  from  an  inspection  of  the  paper  that  the 
party  is  an  indorser,  there  seems  to  us  no  just  ground  for  the  dis- 
tinction taken  between  the  implied  contiticts  arising  from  his 
mere  name  thereon  written,  and  contracts  written  out  in  extenso. 
The  indorsement  seldom  consists  of  any  thing  more  than  the 
indorser's  signature  ;  but  if  the  agreement  imported  by  that  sig- 
nature were  written  over  it  in  full,  the  undertaking  of  the  indorser 
would  not  be  more  clearly  defined  than  it  is  by  the  signature  itself. 
Its  presence  and  position  upon  the  instrument  are  as  plain  a  mani- 
festation of  the  intention  of  the  party  as  if  it  were  sot  forth  in 
express  words  and  parol  evidence  should  not  be  admitted  to  vary 
or  contradict  it." 

And  again,  on  the  succeeding  page,  after  noticing  the  fact  that 
an  indorsement  is  in  effect  the  drawing  of  a  new  bill,  he  adds  : 
**  The  following  general  rule  may  therefore  be  stated,  to  wit : 
that  in  an  action  by  an  immediate  indorsee  against  an  indorser,  no 
evidence  is  admissible  that  would  not  be  admissible  in  a  suit  by  a 
party  in  privity  with  the  drawer  against  him.^' 

And  again  :  "  Accordingly,  the  indorser  cannot  show  against 
his  indorsee  that  it  was  agreed  that  he  should  not  be  liable,  and 
that  his  indorsement  was  without  recourse  on  him."  » 

The  case  of  Dale  v.  Oear^  38  Conn.  15 ;  9  Am.  Rep.  353,  is  a 
very  strong,  clear  case  in  point,  in  which  the  court  in  reply  to  the 
claim  that  as  between  the  indorser  and  indorsee  parol  testimony 
was  admissible,  uses  this  language  :  ^'  But  the  answer  must  be,  . 
that  the  contract  of  indorsement  is  implied  by  law  as  clearly  and  | 
perfectly-  from  the  blank  indorsement  of  a  negotiable  note,  irre- 
spective of  any  contingency  of  negotiation,  as  if  written  out  in  full 
when  indorsed."  In  that  case,  as  well  as  in  Daniel's  treatise,  some 
thi'ee  or  four  limitations  or  exceptions  are  noticed,  as,  where  the 
indorsement  was  without  consideration  —  or,  upon  trust  for  some 
special  purpose,  as  for  collection  merely  —  or,  where  there  was  an 
equity  arising  from  an  antecedent  transaction,  including  an  agree- 
ment that  the  note  should  be  taken  in  sole  reliance  on  the  respon- 
sibility of  the  maker,  and  that  it  was  indorsed  in  order  to  transfer 
the  title  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement,  and  where  the  attempt 
to  enforce  it  would  be  a  fraud.  It  is  unnecessary  in  this  case  to 
inquire  whether  these  limitations  and  exceptions  are  justly  recog- 
nized, for  while  counsel  for  defendants  in  error  claim  that  the  alle- 
gations of  their  answer  bring  the  case  within  the  last  exception. 
Vol.  XXVII  —  22 
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we  fail  to  see  any  thing  in  it  beyond  a  mere  claim  of  an  agreement 
that  they  were  not  to  be  heH  liable  on  their  indorsement  And  in 
respect  to  their  answer,  we  cannot  do  better  than  quote  the  lan- 
guage of  the  court  in  Dais  v.  Oear,  supra:  "But  this  plea  shows  no 
agency,  trust,  equitable  relation,  or  equity  connected  with  an 
antecedent  transaction  constituting  a  consideration  for  the  agree- 
ment, or  which  would  justify  a  court  of  equity  in  interfering  to 
prevent  an  enforcement  of  the  contract  of  warranty  which  the  law 
implies.  It  presents  a  naked  case  of  an  attempt  to  prove,  by  parol, 
that  a  clear  and  unambiguous  contract  of  warranty  is  not  such,  and 
to  contradict  it  in  terms  —  to  turn  an  indorsement  without  restruh 
tmiy  before  maturity,  into  a  restricted  indorsement.  Such  a  plea 
cannot  be  sustained  without  a  violation  of  essential  principles." 
See,  also,  as  authorities  :  1  Greenl.  on  Ev.,  §  276,  note  2  ;  Tjee  v. 
Pile,  37  Ind.  107  ;  Wilson  v.  Black,  6  Blackf.  509  ;  Bartlett  v.  Lee, 
33  Ga.  491 ;  Woodward  v.  Foster,  18  Gratt  205 ;  Bank  of  Albion  v. 
Smith,  27  Barb.  489 ;  Fassin  v.  Hubbard,  56  N.  Y.  465 ;  U.  S. 
Bank  v.  Dunn,  6  Pet.  51  ;  Howe  v.  Merrill,  5  Cush.  80  ;  Prescott 
Bank  v.  Caverly,  7  Gray,  217;  Wright  v.  Morse,  9  id.  337  ;  Bige- 
low  V.  CoUon,  13  id.  310;  Goupg  \.  Harden,  7  Taunt  159.  The 
case  of  Davis  v.  Brown,  4  Otto,  423,  does  not  conflict  with  the 
views  herein  expressed,  for  there  the  evidence  was  of  a  cotempo- 
raneous  written  agreement 

For  the  error  in  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  this  respect,  the 
judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  for  a  new 
trial.  We  think  it  probably  unnecessary  to  consider  the  other 
errors  alleged,  and  therefore  content  ourselves  with  the  decision  of 
this  question. 

All  the  jnstices  concurring. 
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OOMXISSIOKBBS  OF  SaLIKB  Co.  Y.    AkDBBSOV. 

C90Kan8.286.> 

Officer  defado — payment  of  salary  to,  by  county 

Ocmntj  oommissioners  paid  to  the  coantjr  clerk  de  faeto^  claiming  6s  Jwre,  tbe 
salary  of  hia  office.  The  title  to  the  office  was  then  in  litigation  to  the 
knowlege  of  the  oommissioners,  and  the  clerk  de  facto  w^ir  insolvent.  UM, 
that  the  clerk  dc  Jure^  whose  title  was  affirmed,  had  no  cause  of  action  for 
SQch  salary.* 

ACTION  by  a  county  clerk  for  a  salary.    The  opinion  states  the 
facts.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment. 

John  Foster^  county  attorney,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

C.  A.  ffiller,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Valbntine,  J.  This  was  an  action  brought  by  John  Anderson 
against  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  Saline  county,  for 
$900,  claimed  to  be  due  as  salary  as  county  clerk  from  January 
10th  to  October  10th,  1876.  Judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant  for  $549. 28,  and  the  defend- 
ant now  brings  the  case  to  this  court  for  review.  The  facts  of  the 
case,  so  far  as  it  is  necessary  to  state  them,  are  substantially  as  fol- 
lows :  At  the  general  election  held  in  November,  1875,  John  Ander- 
son and  Fred.  H.  Wildman  were  opposing  candidates  for  the  office 
of  county  clerk  in  and  for  said  county.  Anderson  received  a  ma- 
jority of  all  the  votes  cast,  and  the  canvassers  awarded  to  him  the 
certificate  of  election.  Great  irregularities,  however,  occurred  in 
holding  said  election,  and  for  this  reason  Wildman  contested  the 
same.  The  contest  court  decided  in  favor  of  Wildman,  award- 
ing to  him  the  certificate  and  annulling  the  certificate  pre- 
Tiously  issued  to  Anderson.  The  certificate  to  Wildman  was 
issued  January  10,  1876.  Wildman  immediately  qualified 
and  took  possession  of  the  office.  Anderson  then  took  the  case 
to  the  District    Court    on   petition   in    error,    wliere   the  judg- 

*Bee  DoUm  ▼.  If ovor  (68 N.  Y.  274^23  Am.  Kep.  163;  MaWieuxY.  Supervisors  (53  mat. 
T15),  24  Am. Bep.  715;  People  t.  MiOer  (24  HIch.  458),  9  Am.  Rep.  131 ;  MavfiiOd  ▼.  Moon 
^ Bl.  4S«>,  5 Am. Rep.  58 ;  uiticKtor  ▼.  Be?«Ht  (20  Mich.  176),  4  Am.  Rep.  882. 
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meat  of  the  contest  court  was  reversed,  and  the  office  awarded 
to  Anderson.  Wildman  then  brought  the  case  to  the  Supreme 
Court  on  petition  in  error,  where  the  judgment  of  the  District 
Court  was  affirmed,  Decembers,  1876.  Wildman  v.  Andersoriy  17 
Kans.  344.  Wildman  in  the  meantime  held  said  office,  and  received 
the  salary  and  fees  from  said  10th  January,  1876,  up  to  October 
10th.  But  as  soon  as  the  case  was  decided  in  the  Supreme  Courts 
he  delivered  the  office  up  to  Anderson.  The  county  commissioners 
had  during  all  this  time  full  knowledge  of  all  these  proceedings,  but 
nevertheless  paid  said  salary  to  Wildman  as  aforesaid.  Wildman  was 
and  is  insolvent;  but  whether  the  county  commissioners  were  aware  of 
this  fact,  we  think  the  record  does  not  show.  There  are  some 
other  facfcs  in  the  case,  but  we  do  not  think  that  it  is  necessary  to 
state  them.  Upon  the  foregoing  facts  the  following  question  arises: 
Are  the  county  commissioners,  as  representatives  of  the  county,  lia- 
ble to  Anderson  for  the  salary  which  they  have  already  paid  to  Wild- 
man  ?  We  think  they  are  not  Benoii  v.  Auditors  of  Wayne  County, 
20  Mich.  176;  Smith  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  37  N.  Y.  518;  Con- 
ner  v.  Mayor  of  N.  V.y  5  id.  285;  Parker  v.  Supervisors,  4 
Minn.  59;  McAfee  v.  Russell,  29  Miss.  84,  97;  Wlieatly  v.  City  of 
Covington,  11  Bush,  18,  22;  The  Queen  v.  Mayor  of  Cambridge,  12 
Ad.  &  El.  702.  It  is  Held  otherwise  in  California.  People  ex  reL 
Dorsey  v.  Smyth,  28  Cal.  21;  CarroU  v.  Siebentkaler,  37  id.  193. 
But  Chief  Justice  Campbell  of  Michigan  says,  in  the  Michigan 
case  (page  183),  that  ''the  California  authority  {Dorsey  v.  Smyth, 
28  Cal.  21)  is  based  entirely  upon  New  York  cases  which  are  not 
law  in  the  latter  State,  and  which  were  made  in  disregard  of  the 
previous  decision  in  Conner^ s  case.  It  has  no  reasoning  of  its  own 
and  does  not  seem  wan*anted  by  principle."  The  decision  in 
the  other  California  case,  that  of  Carroll  v.  Siebenthaler,  is  founded 
upon  that  of  the  previous  case  of  Dorsey  v.  Smyth. 

But  returning  to  the  case  at  bar,  Wildman  was  an  officer  de  facto. 
He  held  the  office  under  color  of  title.  He  took  possession  of  the 
same  in  good  faith,  under  a  certificate  of  election  duly  issued,  under 
a  judgment  of  a  court  duly  rendered,  under  a  judgment  of  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  a  judgment  that  was  not  finally 
overthrown  until  December  5,  1876,  when  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  was  rendered,  which  was  long  after  the  10th 
of  October,  1876  —  up  to  which  time  only  Wildman  received 
said  salary.    Such  an  officer,  as  Wildman  was,  may  hold  the  office 
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and  perform  all  the  duties  thereof  pending  any  litigation  concern- 
ing the  same.  The  State  y.  Durhee,  12  Kans.  308,  314;  Leach  v. 
Cassidy,  23  Ind.  449.  And  all  his  acts  connected  with  the  ofl5ce 
will  be  valid  so  far  as  the  public  and  third  persons  are  concerned, 
unless  they  are  void  for  some  other  reason  than  merely  that  he  is 
only  an  officer  de  facto.  This  last  proposition  is  so  nearly  axiomatic 
that  it  needs  no  citation  of  authorities  to  sustain  it.  As  Chief 
Justice  Campbell  says,  in  the  Michigan  case  (p.  181),  "  The  doc- 
trine of  the  validity  of  the  acts  of  officers  de  facto  has  been  carried 
as  far  as  possible.  In  Tlie  State  v.  Williams,  5  Wis.  308,  it  was  held 
to  make  good  the  approval  of  a  statute  by  a  governor  usurping 
that  office.  In  Venable  v.  Curd,  2  Head  (Tenn.),  582,  it  was  car- 
ried to  the  questionable  extent  of  making  good  the  action  of  a 
^5ourt  under  an  invalid  statute.  In  Doty  v.  Oorham,  5  Pick.  487, 
where  an  officer  de  facto  had  made  a  sale,  it  was  held  that  in  a  suit 
against  himself,  with  others,  for  removing  property  thus  sold,  he 
could  justify  under  the  sale.  In  Leach  v.  Cassidy,  23  Ind.  449,  it 
was  held  that  a  school  officer  de  facto  could  not  have  his  title  ques- 
tioned in  an  application  made  by  him  for  a  mandamus  to  compel 
the  payment  to  him  of  school  moneys  by  local  officers.  In  Desmond 
V.  McCarthy,  17  Iowa,  625,  it  was  held  that  in  a  replevin  by  an 
officer  de  facto,  to  recover  the  papers  belonging  to  his  office,  which 
had  been  withheld  on  a  claim  that  he  was  not  the  lawful  officer, 
his  title  could  not  be  questioned,  but  that  the  only  inquiry  on  that 
must  be  in  proceedings  to  oust  him."  See,  also.  Hunter  v.  Fergu- 
son,  13  Kans.  463,  475;  Rheinhart  v.  The  State,  14  id.  318;  Highy 
V.  Ayers,  id.  331,  338. 

Now  as  Wildman  was  an  officer  de  facto,  holding  under  color  of 
title,  every  person  had  a  right  to  recognize  him  as  a  legal  and  valid 
officer,  and  to  treat  him  as  such.  The  public,  the  county,  the 
county  commissioners,  and  private  individuals,  had  a  right  to  do 
business  with  him  as  an  officer,  and  to  pay  him  for  his  services,  if 
they  chose>  without  taking  any  risk  of  having  to  pay  for  such 
services  a  second  time.  It  might  be  greatly  to  the  interest  of  the 
public,  or  of  the  individuals  doing  business  with  such  officer,  to 
pay  him  when  his  fees  or  salary  become  due;  and  should  they  not 
be  allowed  to  consult  the  interest  of  the  public  and  their  own 
interest  to  so  pay  him?  It  is  not  their  fault  that  he  is  wrongfully 
in  the  possession  of  the  office;  and  how  are  they  to  know  whether  hi 
k  in  the  possession  of  the  office  rightfully  or  wrongfully?  Are  the| 
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bound  to  know  who  is  entitled  to  the  office  in  advance  of  any  final 
adjudication  of  the  question  by  the  courts  ?  Are  they  bound  to 
anticipate  the  decision  of  the  courts  ?  And  are  they  bound  to 
decide  the  question  for  themselves,  as  it  thus  conies  up  incidentally 
and  collaterally  in  the  payment  of  fees  or  salary  ?  And  if  they 
should  determine  that  the  courts  would  eventually  decide  against 
the  officer  de  facto y  must  they  refrain  from  paying  him  any  fees  or 
salary  at  perhaps  a  great  loss  to  themselves,  or  to  the  public  ?  Judge 
CooLBY  says,  in  said  Michigan  case  (p.  187),  that  '*  The  public, 
l¥ho  have  an  interest  in  the  continuous  discharge  of  official  duty, 
and  whose  necessities  cannot  wait  the  slow  process  of  a  litigation 
to  try  the  title,  have  a  right  to  treat  as  valid  the  official  acts  of  the 
incumbent,  with  whom  alone,  under  the  circumstances,  they  can 
transact  business.  This  rule  is  ^n  obvious  and  necessary  one  for 
the  protection  of  organized  society;  for,  as  was  said  in  Weeks  v. 
EUis^  2  Barb.  325,  the  afEaira  of  society  cannot  be  carried  on  unless 
confidence  were  reposed  in  the  official  acts  of  persons  de  facto  in 
office.  And  private  individuals,  in  controversies  between  them- 
selves,  are  not  permitted  to  question  the  acts  of  an  officer  defactOf 
for  the  further  reason  that  to  do  so  would  be  to  raise  and  determine 
the  title  to  his  office  in  a  controvei*sy  to  which  he  was  not  a  party, 
and  in  which  he  could  not  be  heard."  Now,  the  interest  of  the 
public  in  the  ^^ continuous  discharge'^  of  official  duties  would 
authorize  the  payment  of  the  legal  fees  or  salary  for  the  perform- 
ance of  such  official  duties  to  the  person  performing  the  same;  and 
to  allow  a  person  not  in  the  possession  of  the  office,  but  who  claims 
to  be  entitled  thereto,  to  sue  for  the  fees  or  salary  thereof,  would 
be  to  allow  the  question  of  the  title  to  the  office  to  be  raised  and 
determined  against  the  officer  de  facto  "  in  a  controversy  in  which 
he  was  not  a  party,  and  m  which  he  could  not  be  heard.''  Such 
certainly  could  not  be  allowed.  But  .f  this  suit  can  be  maintained, 
then  it  would  be  allowed.  The  salary  of  a  county  clerk  is  payable 
quarterly  (Laws  of  1875,  p.  137,  §  5);  and  if  Anderson  can  main- 
tain this  action,  then  he  could  have  maintained  an  action  against 
the  county  commissioners  for  the  first  quarter's  salary  on  and  at 
any  time  after  April  10,  1876,  for  it  was  due  then,  although 
Wildman  was  still  in  the  possession  of  the  office,  and  although  his 
title  to  the  office  had  not  yet  been  finally  adjudicated,  but  was  still 
pending  in  the  courts.  It  may  be  that  Wildman  could  not  have 
recovered  the  salary  in  an  action  brought  by  himself  (though  upon 
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this  question  we  do  not  wish  to  express  any  opinion);  for  it  may 
be,  that  as  between  himself  and  others,  where  he  has  to  rely  npon 
his  own  title  to  the  office,  the  question  of  his  title  could  be  raised, 
and  his  title  held  to  be  void;  though  upon  this  question  we  express 
no  opinion.*  But  that  is  not  this  case.  He  is  not  suing  for  his 
salary  in  this  case.  He  is  not  a  party  to  this  suit,  nor  has  he  any 
interest  therein.  The  question  of  his  title  to  the  office  arises 
between  third  parties  in  this  case — between  Anderson  and  the 
county;  and  does  not  arise  but  only  incidentally  and  collaterally. 
We  do  not  think  that*  the  question  can  be  raised  and  litigated 
between  such  parties  and  in  such  a  manner.  It  must  be  remem- 
bered that  Wildman  was  not  a  mere  usurper;  but  he  was  an  officer 
de  facto,  having  possession  of  the  office  under  color  of  title.  What 
would  be  the  rule  if  he  were  a  mere  usurper  it  is  not  necessary  for 
us  to  decide  in  this  case.  All  that  we  now  decide  is,  that  where  a 
person  is  in  possession  of  the  office  of  county  clerk,  under  color  of 
title,  and  is  the  county  clerk  de  facto,  and  claims  to  be  the  county 
clerk  de  jure,  and  the  board  of  county  commissioners  pays  to  him 
the  salary  due  to  the  rightful  incumbent  of  such  office,  the  county 
clerk  de  jure  has  no  action  against  the  county  board  for  such 
salary,  and  this,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  county  board 
may  have  known  at  the  time  they  paid  said  salary  that  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  title  to  the  office  was  in  litigation,  and  notwithstand- 
ing the  fact  that  the  county  clerk  de  facto  may  be  insolvent  The 
remedy  of  the  county  clerk  de  jure  in  such  a  case  is  an  action 
against  the  county  clerk  de  facto. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  will  be  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  with  the  order,  that  judgment  be  rendered  in  favor  of 
the  defendant  below,  and  against  the  plaintiff  below,  for  costs. 

All  the  justices  concurring.  Judgment  reversed. 


OsNTBAii  BsAKOH  Bailroad  CoifPAinr  V.  Fbttz. 

CK)Kan8.480.) 
FkUurM^^dwemng-house,  when  per$onaUp, 

A  and  B  made  a  contract,  by  which  A  sold  to  B  a  lot  of  land,  and  B  was  ta 
enter  into  poeeeeoion  and  boild  a  dwelling-house  and  make  improvements. 
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which  were  all  to  remain  on  the  land  until  B  should  fulfill,  and  if  he  should 
not  fulfill,  all  such  improvements  should  become  the  property  of  A.  B  not 
having  fulfilled,  assigned  the  contract  to  C.  who  entered  and  built  a  small 
wooden  dwelling-house  on  low  blocks  of  wood.  Afterward  C  removed  the 
house  into  tbe  highway,  assigning  the  contract  to  D,and  sold  him  the  house 
and  he  removed  it  to  other  land  of  his  own,  and  erected  it  on  a  stone  foun- 
dation .     Held,  that  A  could  maintain  replevin  for  the  house  against  D. 

REPLEVIN.     The  opinion  states  the  facts.      The  defendant 
had  judgment. 

D.  Martin  and  A.  S.  Everest^  for  plaintifiE. 
W,  S.  Hoaglin^  for  defendant. 

Valentine,  J.  This  was  an  action  of  replevin,  bronght  by  the 
Central  Branch  Union  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  and  Balph  M. 
Pomeroy,  as  trustee,  etc.,  against  Henry  T.  Fritz,  for  the  recovery 
of  a  house.  The  case  was  submitted  to  the  court  below  upon  the 
pleadings  and  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts ;  and  upon  said 
pleadings  and  agreed  statement  of  facts  the  court  below  found  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  and  against  the  plaintiffs,  and  rendered 
judgment  accordingly.  The  principal  material  facts  are  as  follows; 
The  railroad  company  owned  a  certain  piece  of  land,  containing 
eighty  acres,  more  or  less.  It  agreed  in  writing  to  sell  the  same 
upon  certain  terms  and  conditions,  to  John  C.  Archer.  The  prin- 
cipal of  said  terms  and  conditions,  so  far  as  they  have  any  appli- 
cation to  this  case,  are  as  follows  : 

'*  The  first  party  hereby  agrees  to  sell  unto  the  second  party  said 
land  for  $952,  with  interest  —  the  principal  to  be  paid  in  eight 
equal  annual  payments,  and  the  interest  to  be  paid  annually  in  ad- 
vance. Archer  is  to  take  immediate  possession  of  the  land,  and 
agrees  to  improve  and  cultivate  the  same ;  and  agrees  that  no 
wood  shall  be  cut  on  the  land  except  for  the  erection  thereupon  of 
buildings  and  fence,  and  the  necessary  purposes  of  fuel  for  the 
family  residing  thereon,  and  that  all  improvements  placed  upon 
said  premises  shall  remain  thereon,  and  shall  not  be  removed 
during  the  continuance  of  this  contract ;  and  further,  that  he  will 
make  punctual  payment  of  the  above  sums  as  each  of  the  same  re- 
spectively becomes  due,  and  that  he  will  regularly  and  seasonably 
pay  all  such  taxes  and  assessments  as  may  be  lawfully  imposed  on 
said  premises.    But  in  case  the  second  party  shall  fail  to  make  the 
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payments  aforesaid,  and  each  of  them  punctually,  and  upon  the 
strict  terms  and  times  above  limited,  and  likewise  to  perform  and 
complete  all  and  each  of  his  agreements  and  stipulations  aforesaid, 
strictly  and  literally,  without  any  failure  or  default,  then  this  con- 
tract, so  far  as  it  may  bind  said  first  party,  shall  become  null  and 
void,  and  all  rights  and  interests  hereby  created,  or  then  existing 
in  favor  of  the  second  party,  or  derived  from  him,  shall  cease  and 
determine,  and  the  right  of  possession,  and  all  equitable  and  legal 
interests  in  the  premises  hereby  contracted,  shall  revert  to  and  revest 
in  said  first  party,  without  any  declaration  of  forfeiture,  or  act  of 
re-entry,  or  any  other  act  by  said  first  party  to  be  performed,  and 
without  any  right  of  said  second  party  of  reclamation  or  compen- 
sation for  moneys  paid  or  improvements  made,  as  absolutely,  fully 
and  perfectly  as  if  this  contract  had  never  been  made.'' 

This  contract  wae  entered  into  on  22d  March,  1872.  On  No- 
vember 4,  next  following.  Archer  assigned  the  same,  and  all  his 
right,  title  and  interest  in  and  to  said  land,  to  Samuel  C.  Hunt. 
The  contract  itself  contemplated  that  it  might  be  assigned.  Hunt 
immediately  took  possession  of  the  land  and  erected  the  house  in 
controversy  thereon.  Said  house  was  a  one-story  frame  building, 
about  16  by  24  feet  in  size,  and  was  set  upon  ten  blocks  of  wood, 
the  highest  one  being  about  one  foot,  so  that  said  house  almost 
touclied  the  ground  on  one  side,  and  was  about  one  foot  from  the 
ground  on  the  other  side.  Said  house  was  built  for  and  occupied 
by  the  said  Hunt  and  his  family  as  a  residence  on  said  premises, 
and  the  said  Hunt  and  family  occupied  the  same  as  their  residence 
until  about  the  1st  of  September,  1875,  at  which  time  he  removed 
said  house  from  said  premises,  and  into  the  highway  adjoining  said 
premises ;  and  three  or  four  days  thereafter  said  Hunt  sold  said 
house  to  the  defendant,  Henry  T.  Fritz,  for  the  sum  of  $200,  for 
which  sum  said  Fritz  gave  to  Hunt  his  negotiable  promissory  note, 
payable  one  year  after  date,  with  interest,  and  Hunt  at  the  same 
time  assigned  and  transferred  to  Fritz  the  said  written  contract 
originally  entered  into  between  said  railroad  company  and  Archer. 
Fritz  then  removed  said  house  from  the  highway  to  and  upon  his 
own  premises,  being  the  west  half  of  the  north-west  quarter  of  sec- 
tion 34,  in  township  5,  of  range  16,  Jackson  county,  where  the 
same  was  placed  upon  a  permanent  stone  foundation,  and  was  stand- 
ings when  the  same  was  taken  by  writ  of  replevin  in  this  action. 
No  payment  was  ever  made  on  said  land  except  the  first  annual  in- 
Vol.  XXVII  — 23 
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stallment  of  interest.  All  the  parties  had  full  notice  of  all  the 
foregoing  facts. 

That  said  contract  was  violated  by  the  failure  to  make  the  pay- 
ments therein  stipulated,  and  also  byths  removal  of  said  house  from 
the  land  on  which  it  was  built ,  we  think  must  be  admitted.  And 
hence  it  follows  from  the  terms  of  the  contract  itself,  that  all  rights 
held  thereunder,  by  Archer  and  his  assignees,  were  forfeited  to  the 
plaintiff ;  and  hence  it  also  follows,  that  at  the  time  the  defendant 
purchased  said  house,  and  at  the  time  he  placed  it  on  a  stone  foun- 
dation on  his  own  premises,  it  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  replevy  the  same.  Ogden  v.  Stock,  34  111.  622; 
MilU  V.  Redick,  1  Neb.  437  ;  Hartwell  v.  Kelly,  117  Mass.  235 ; 
Htiehschmann  v.  McHenryy  29  Wis.  656  ;  Sands  v.  Pfeiffer,  10  CaL 
258 ;  Laflin  v.  Griffiths,  35  Barb.  58 ;  Congregational  Society  v. 
Fleming,  11  Iowa,  533  ;  Davi^  v.  Basley,  13  111.  192.  Whether  the 
plaintiff  could  still  replevy  the  house  after  it  was  placed  upon  a 
permanent  stone  foundation  upon  the  defendant's  premises,  is  a 
more  difficult  question.  In  Nebraska,  we  think  it  would  be  held 
that  replevin  would  lie,  and  probably  also  in  Massachusetts ;  Mills 
V.  Reddick,  and  Hartwell y.  Kelley,  supra;  while  in  Indiana,  it  is 
possible  that  a  different  rule  would  prevail  ;  Reese  v.  Jared,  15 
Ind.  142.  That  is,  in  Nebraska  it  would  be  held,  that  a  mere 
wrong-doer,  by  merely  placing  a  house  belonging  to  another  upon  a 
permanent  foundation  on  his  own  land,  could  not  thereby  so  change 
the  character  of  the- property  that  notwithstanding  any  objection 
the  owner  might  make  he  (the  wrong-door)  would  nevertheless  con- 
vert the  property  from  a  chattel  into  real  property,  and  transfer 
the  title  thereto  from  the  owner  thereof  to  himself.  The  decision 
in  Indiana  may  differ  from  that  in  Nebraska,  and  from  that  in 
Massachusetts  ;  but  we  do  not  think  it  goes  to  the  full  extent  of 
declaring  a  contrary  doctrine.  It  does  not  appear  in  the  Indiana 
case,  that  Schmall,  the  owner  of  the  land,  was  a  mere  wrong-doer, 
although  in  law  he  had  no  right  to  the  house  as  against  the  origi- 
nal owner,  until  after  it  was  placed  on  a  permanent  foundation  on 
his  own  land. 

It  is  true,  that  whether  a  thing  is  to  be  considered  as  apart  of  the 
realty  or  not,  always  depends  upon  its  connection  with  the  soil: 
but  this  connection  may  be  slight,  as  well  as  strong,  remote,  as 
well  as  near,  and  constructive,  as  well  as  natural  or  absolute;  and 
tne  question  also  depends  upon  other  and  various  considerations. 
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'  as  well  as  attachment  to  the  soil.  Thus,  keys  belonging  to  a  house, 
mill-stones,  etc.,  belonging  to  a  mill,  are  parts  of  the  realty,  although 
they  may  not,  for  the  time  being,  be  near  the  realty  to  which  they 
belong.  In  such  cases,  the  articles  in  question  are  constructively 
attached  to  the  soil.  But  attachment  to  the  soil  is,  as  we  have 
already  suggested,  only  one  of  several  conditions  which  help  to 
determine  whether  a  given  thing  belongs  to  the  realty  or  not.  A 
thing  may  be  ever  so  closely  and  intimately  attached  to  the  soil^ 
and  may  in  fact  never  have  had  any  independent  existence,  and  yet 
it  may  not  be  a  pari  of  the  realty.  Thus,  growing  crops,  and  nur- 
series of  young  trees,  are  only  chattels,  although  their  roots  extend 
deep  into  the  soiL  The  question  depends  upon  many  considera- 
tions; and  thus  it  is  particularly  so  where  the  article  in  question 
was  formerly  a  chatteL  Thus,  it  depends,  first,  upon  the  annexch 
Hon  of  the  article  in  question  to  the  realty;  and  as  this  annexation 
may  be  actual,  or  constructive,  direct,  or  remote,  firm  or  loose,  and 
as  the  article  itself  may  be  great  or  small,  ponderous,  or  light,  and 
strong,  or  fragile,  it  depends  also  very  much  upon  the  ecise  and  conven* 
ience  with  which  the  article  may  be  again  separated  ttovo^ihe  realty. 
Second,  it  depends  upon  the  right  of  the  parties  to  so  annex  the 
article;  that  is,  the  right  of  the  parties  to  so  use  the  article, 
and  the  right  of  the  parties  to  so  use  the  realty;  and  as 
there  may  be  various  parties  interested  in  the  use  or  ownership 
of  the  article,  and  in  the  use  and  ownership  of  the  realty,  this 
right  may  be  very  complex  and  intricate.  Third,  it  depends  upon  the 
intention  of  the  parties;  that  is,  the  intention  of  the  parties  mak- 
ing the  annexation,  the  intention  of  the  parties  owning  and  enti- 
tled to  the  use  of  the  article,  and  the  intention  of  the  parties  own- 
ing and  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  realty.  Of  course,  it  depends 
upon  the  right  of  the  various  parties  to  form  this  intention,  and 
their  right  to  execute  such  intention ;  but  this  proposition  is  proba- 
bly included  in  the  second  proposition  above  stated.  Fourth,  it 
also  depends  upon  the  adaptability  of  the  article  to  be  used  as  a 
part  of  the  realty  to  which  it  has  been  annexed.  This  is  particu- 
larly true  where  the  article  in  question  has  only  a  slight  connection 
with  the  realty,  or  where  it  has  only  a  constructive  annexation 
thereto.  This  question,  when  a  chattel  becomes  a  fixture,  and  a 
part  of  the  realty,  has  always  in  several  of  its  various  aspects  been 
discussed  by  this  court,  in  the  cases  of  Evans  v.  Bstes,  10  Kans. 
314,  and  Shoemaker  y.  Simpson,  16  id.  43 ;  and  to  these  cases  we 
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would  refer.  The  question  whether  a  given  thing  is  a  part  of  the 
realty,  or  not,  depends  upon  so  many  questions  that  many  of  the 
decisions  would  seem,  to  a  superficial  observer,  to  be  inconsistent 
and  contradictory;  and  yet  nearly  all  of  such  decisions  maybe 
harmonized.  Thus,  dry  stones,  or  rails,  laid  upon  another  so  as 
to  constitute  a  fence,  are  held  to  belong  to  the  realty,  although  they 
have  no  attachment  to  the  soil  except  that  produced  by  their  own 
weight.  It  has  even  been  held,  in  Wisconsin,  **  that  where  rails 
liave  been  placed  along  the  line  of  an  intended  fence  for  the  par- 
pose  of  being  laid  in  the  fence,  though  not  actually  applied  to  that 
use,  they  pass  by  a  deed  of  the  land,  there  having  been  a  manifest 
appropriation  to  the  use  of  the  land."  ConkUn  v.  Parsons,  1 
Chandler,  240,  244.  It  has  also  been  held  lliat  rolling-stock 
belonging  to  a  railroad  company  is  sometimes  real  property.  Ewell 
on  Fixtures,  34  et  seq.  It  has  also  been  held  that  a  wooden  house 
easily  removable,  resting  upon  blocks  lying  upon  the  ground,  or 
resting  upon  a  surface  without  being  let  into  the  soil,  is  neverthe- 
less a  part  of  the  realty.  OgdenW  Slock,  34  111.  522;  Jluebsch- 
mann  v,  McHenry,  29  Wis.  G55;  Reid  v.  Kirk,  12  Rich.  (S.  C.)  54. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held  that  a  stone  pier,  "  firmly 
imbedded  in  the  earth,"  was  under  certain  circumstances  only  per- 
sonal property.  Wagner  v.  0.  S  T.  R,  Co,,  22  Ohio  St.  563.  It  has 
also  been  held  that  structures  resting  on  solid  foundations,  firmly 
imbedded  in  the  earth,  are  sometimes  only  personal  property. 
King  v.  Otley,  1  B.  &  Ad.  161;  Wanshrough  v.  Maton,  4  Ad. 
&  El.  884.  Many  American  cases  might  also  be  referred  to  on 
this  point,  among  which  see  Hartwell  v.  Kelly,  117  Mass.  235; 
White's  Appeal,  10  Penn.  St.  252;  Adams  y.  Ooddard,  48  Me.  212; 
Alexander  v.  Touhy,  13  Kans.  64.  Even  dwelling-houses,  resting 
npon  solid  and  firm  foundations,  are  sometimes  not  a  part  of  the 
realty,  but  only  chattels.  Mills  v  Reddich,  1  Neb.  437;  Fuller  v. 
Tabor,  39  Me.  519;  Barney,  Dame,  38  N.  EL  429,  and  cases  there 
cited  ;  Van  Ness  v.  Pacard,  2  Pet.  137  ;  Osgood  v.  Howard,  6 
Me.  452  ;  Adams  v.  Goddard,  48  Me.  212.  See,  also,  Alexander  v. 
Touhy,  13  Kans.  64;  and  ffartiaell  v.  Kelly,  117  Mass.  235.  The 
question  in  such  cases,  as  to  whether  the  houses  are  real  property, 
or  only  chattels,  is  determined  by  many  other  considerations,  as 
well  as  annexation  to  the  soil.  In  some  cases  it  is  probable  that  a 
thing  may  be  considered  both  as  real  estate  and  as  personal  pitop- 
erty.     For  instance;  suppose  the  grantor  should  wrongfully  keep 
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the  keys  to  the  house  which  he  sells,  and  the  grantee  should  sue 
him  therefor  in  an  action  of  replevin;  the  grantee  in  such  a  case 
might  probably  consider  the  keys  as  real  estate,  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  him  a  title  to  them,  and  as  i)er8onal  property  for  the  pur- 
pose of  recovering  them  in  replevin.  There  are  certainly  many 
cases  in  which  a  party  would  have  the  right  to  elect  whether  he 
would  consider  a  certain  thing  as  real  estate,  or  as  personal  prop- 
erty. All  the  foregoing  remarks  have  reference  to  what  are  usually 
denominated  "  fixtures;  "  that  is,  articles  which  were  previously 
chattels,  but  which  have  been  more  or  less  intimately  connected 
with  real  estate,  and  do  not  have  reference  to  things  which  were 
always  connected  with  the  real  estate. 

In  the  light  of  the  foregoing  remarks  we  may  now  decide  this 
case.  Said  house  was  built  in  pursuance  of  said  contract.  The 
contract  contemplated  that  a  dwelling-house  should  be  built  on  the 
land  which  the  railroad  company  contracted  to  sell  to  Archer  ;  that 
it  would  be  of  a  permanent  character  ;  that  it  should  remain  on 
the  land  until  all  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  contract  were 
complied  with  and  fulfilled  ;  and  that  if  any  of  the  terms  or  con- 
ditions should  not  be  fulfilled,  then  that  the  contract  should  be  at 
an  end,  and  all  the  improvements  made  on  the  land  should  remain 
thereon  and  be  the  property  of  the  owner  of  the  realty.  Said  terms 
and  conditions  were  not  fulfilled.  The  house  was  removed  from 
the  land,  which  removal  was  itself  a  violation  of  the  contract.  The 
house  then  became  personal  property  (at  least,  at  the  election  of 
the  plaintiff  it  became  personal  property),  and  belonged  to  the 
plaintiff.  And  the  defendant  could  not  then  by  removing  it  onto 
his  own  land,  and  placing  a  stone  foundation  thereunder,  trans- 
form the  house  into  real  estate,  or  transfer  the  title  thereto  from 
the  plaintiff  to  himself.  We  think  the  house  was  real  estate  when 
it  was  first  built  on  the  plaintiff's  land.  Its  attachment  to  the  soil 
would  not  alone  and  of  itself  have  made  it  so  ;  but  such  attach- 
ment, taken  together  with  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  as  ex- 
pressed in  their  contract,  made  it  so.  It  became  personal  property 
when  it  was  detached  from  the  plaintiff's  land.  And  when  it  was 
removed  onto  the  defendant's  land,  it  did  not  again  become  real 
estate  ;  and  certainly,  not  as  against  the  interests  and  wishes  of 
the  plaintiff.  At  common  law,  before  a  chattel  could  become  real 
estate  by  its  annexation  alone  to  real  property,  it  had  to  be  fast- 
ened to  the  real  property  by  some  mode  more  staunch  and  firm 
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than  the  mere  strength  of  its  own  weight.  Tliis  has  been  settled 
by  the  two  English  eases  already  cited.  In  the  first  of  such  cases 
it  was  decided,  that  where  a  *'  mill  was  of  wood,  and  had  a  foun- 
dation of  brick,  but  the  wood-work  was  not  inserted  in  the  brick 
foundation,  but  rested  upon  it  by  its  own  weight  alone,"  that  the 
mill  was  only  a  chattel.  In  the  second  case,  it  was  held  that  where 
"a  wooden  barn  "  was  ' ^  erected  on  a  foundation  of  brick  and 
stone,  the  foundation  being  let  into  the  ground,  but  the  barn  rest- 
ing upon  it  by  weight  alone,"  the  barn  was  only  a  chattel.  In 
these  two  cases  there  was  nothing  but  the  mere  foundations  show- 
ing that  the  mill  and  barn  should  be  considered  as  real  estate  : 
and  the  court  held  that  they  were  not  sufficient  for  that  purpose. 
In  the  present  case,  there  is  nothing  showing  that  the  house  in 
controversy  should  be  considered  as  real  estate  when  replevied,  ex- 
cept merely  the  stone  foundation,  and  the  defendant's  intention  ; 
and  we  do  not  think  they  are  sufficient.  The  defendant  had  no 
right  to  place  the  house  upon  said  stone  foundation  ;  nor  had  he 
any  right  to  form  the  intention  of  making  the  house  real  estate. 
His  placing  the  house  upon  a  stone  foundation  had  no  more  effect 
upon  the  character  of  the  house  than  if  he  had  placed  it  upon  a 
stone  pavement,  or  upon  the  earth  itself  ;  for  he  had  no  right  to 
place  the  house  upon  either.  The  house  and  foundation  were  not 
built  at  the  same  time,  as  parts  and  portions  of  a  single  whole,  but 
were  built  separately  ;  and  the  house,  at  the  time  it  was  placed  on 
said  foundation,  and  afterward,  was  a  movable  structure.  It  is  our 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  house  at  the  election  of  the  plaintiff 
was  i>ersonal  property  at  the  timo  it  was  replevied,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  replevy  it.  Of  course  the  plaintiff  could 
have  elected  to  consider  it  real  estate  if  it  had  so  chosen,  but  it  did 
not  80  choose.  Whether  the  defendant  ever  used  this  house  as  a 
dwelling-house,  or  indeed  whether  he  ever  used  it  for  any  purpose, 
is  not  shown.  His  right  therefore  to  it  rests  merely  upon  the  fact 
that  he  placed  it  upon  a  stone  foundation,  intending  to  make  it 
real  property  and  his  own  property.  Upon  this  part  of  the  case  we 
do  not  wish  to  decide  more  than  is  necessary  to  be  decided  in  the 
case.  Hence  all  that  we  decide  in  this  connection  is  as  follows  : 
Where  a  house,  which  is  a  chattel,  and  belongs  to  A,  is  wrongfully 
removed  and  placed  upon  a  permanent  stone  foundation  on  the 
land  of  B,  B  intending  at  the  time  to  convert  the  house  into  real 
estate,  anJ  to  make  it  his  own,  and  the  house  is  one  that  can  easily 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


JULY  TEKM,  1878.  183 

Pape  V.  Capitol  Bank  of  Topeka. 

be  removed  from  tlie  land  of  B  without  any  substantial  injury  to 
either  the  house  or  the  land,  the  house  does  not  thereby  become  a 
part  of  the  realty  belonging  to  B,  but  remains  merely  a  chattel  be- 
longing to  A,  and  A  may  recover  the  same  in  an  action  of  re- 
plevin. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  will  be  reversed,  and  cause 
remanded  with  the  order,  that  judgment  bo  rendered  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant  on  the  agreed  statement  6t 
facts. 

All  the  justices  concurring. 


Papb  v.  Capitol  Bakk  of  Topbka. 

(SO  Kans.  440.) 

Banks  of  discount  — power  Co  purchase  negotiabU  paper, 

A  bank,  empowered  to  discount  negotiable  notes,  has  power  to  parchase  saeb 

notes.* 

FORECLOSURE.      The  opinion  states  the  facts.      The  plaintiff 
had  judgment. 

W.  P.  Douthitt  and  J.  D,  McFarland^  for  plaintiffs  in  error, 

N.  C,  McFarland  and  J,  G.  Slonecker,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Br£W£B.  J.  This  was  an  action  brought  by  "  The  Capitol  Bank 
of  Topeka,"  to  recover  a  personal  judgment  against  Pape  and  wife, 
on  three  promissory  notes  made  by  them,  and  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage on  lands  in  Shawnee  county,  given  by  them  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  said  notes.  The  notes  are  made  payable  to  ''James  M. 
Spencer,  or  bearer,"  and  have  written  across  the  back,  "  Pay  to 
bearer,  without  recourse  on  me:  James  M.  Spencer."  TJie  mort- 
gage was  made  to  Spencer,  and  has  indorsed  thereon  an  assignment 
to  '•  The  Capitol  Bank  of  Topeka."  The  notes  and  mortgage  were 
made  at  Topeka  on  27th  June,  1872,  and  are  alleged  to  have  been 

*8ee,  eontrOf  FoarmenA  Mechanics'  Bank  ▼.  Baldwin  (28  Minn.  198),  23  Am.  Bep.  088; 
Fknt  NaU  Bank  of  HochesUr  v.  Picrsun  (Minn.),  16  Alb.  Law  Jour.  819,  and  Thompson's 
Hat.  Bk.  Cas.  037,  and  note,  680. 
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transferred  to  the  defendant  in  error  on  13th  March,  1873.  The 
petition  also  alleges  that  said  bank  is  a  body  corporate,  duly  incor- 
porated under  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Kansas,  as 
*'The  Capitol  Bank  of  Topeka."  The  defendants  answered  sepa- 
rately, each  interposing  several  defenses,  only  two  of  which  are 
relied  on.  and  they  may  be  briefly  stated  as  follows:  First,  a  denial 
that  plaintiff  was  or  ever  had  been  a  body  corporate  under  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  Kansas  as  "The  Capitol  Bank  of  Topeka,"  (which 
denial  was  verified  by  the  affidavits  of  the  defendants);  second, 
defendants  admitted  the  making  of  the  notes  and  mortgage  sued 
on,  but  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  same  of  said  Spen- 
cer at  a  price  agreed  upon  and  for  speculative  purposes,  and  did 
not  acquire  or  hold  said  notes  or  mortgage,  or  either  of  them,  by 
reason  of  having  made  a  loan  of  money  on  them,  or  either  of  them, 
or  for  any  of  the  purposes  for  which  it  could  legally  acquire  or 
hold  the  same,  or  either  of  them. 

[Omitting  the  consideration  of  the  first  defense.] 

IV.  The  final  question  as  to  the  power  of  the  plaintiflp  to  acquire 
and  hold  the  note  and  mortgage.  The  note  and  mortgage  were 
made  to  Spencer.  From  him,  as  the  owner  and  holder,  the  bank 
purchased.  Was  such  a  purchase  beyond  its  power?  Section  127 
of  article  16  of  the  general  incorporation  law  (Gen.  Stat.  225),  specifi- 
cally defines  the  powers  of  such  associations,  and  is  as  follows: 

"Any  five  or  more  persons  in  any  county  in  this  State  may  organ- 
ize themselves  into  a  savings  association,  and  shall  be  permitted 
to  carry  on  the  business  of  receiving  money  on  deposit,  and  to 
allow  interest  thereon,  giving  to  the  person  depositing,  credit 
therefor;  and  of  buying  and  selling  exchange,  gold,  silver,  coin, 
bullion,  un  cur  rent  money,  bonds  of  the  United  States,  of  the  State 
of  Kansas,  and  of  the  city,  county  and  school  district  in  which  any 
association  shall  be  organized;  of  loaning  money  on  real  estate,  and 
personal  security,  at  a  rate  of  interest  not  to  exceed  twelv(i  per 
cent  per  annum;  and  of  discounting  negotiable  notes,  and  notes 
not  negotiable;  and  on  all  loans  made  may  keep  and  receive  the 
interest  in  advance." 

Now  the  contention  is,  that  the  clause  under  which  alone  author- 
ity for  this  purchase  can  be  claimed  is  that  which  authorizes  "dis- 
counting negotiable  notes,  and  notes  not  negotiable;"  and  that 
this  was  not  a  discount,  but  a  purchase.  Counsel  for  plaintifiFs  in 
error  say: 
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'*  Whatever  loose  or  general  meaning  may  have  been  given  to  the 
term  discount,  when  not  applied  to  banking  business,  no  proposi- 
tion is  more  firmly  established  by  judicial  decisions  than  this,  that 
discounting  paper,  as  understood  in  the  business  of  banking,  is  only 
a  mode  of  loaning  money  on  the  ^ame  and  taking  the  interest  in 
advance.  Niagara  Co.  Bank  v.  Baker,  15  Ohio  St.  68;  Talmage 
V.  Pell,  3  Seld.  343;  Fleckner  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  8  Wheat. 
338;  People  v.  Utica  Ins,  Co.,  15  Johns.  391;  Fireman's  Ins,  Co, 
V.  Ely,  2  Cow.  699;  Philadelphia  Loan  Co.  v.  Towner,  13  Conn. 
259;  McLean  v.  Lafayette  Bank,  3  McLean,  697;  Dunkle  v.  Ren- 
ick,  6  Ohio  St.  527  ;  Farmers  and  Mechanics*  Bank  v.  Baldwin,  23 
Minn.  198;  14  Alb.  Law  Jour.  391  (Dec.  9,  1876);  Fowler  v.  ScuUy, 
72  Penn.  St.  456.  It  necessarily  follows  from  the  reasoning  of  these 
eases,  that  there  is  a  difference  between  discounting  a  note  and 
buying  it  For  authority  directly  on  this  point,  see  Morse  on  Banks 
and  Banking,  20,  and  1  Bouv.  liw  Diet  481,  title  Discount,  citing 
Pothier,  De  FUsure,  n.  128,  where  it  is  said  the  latter  expression 
is  used  to  denote  the  transaction  *when  the  seller  does  not 
indorse  the  note,  and  is  not  accountable  for  it'" 

An  examination  of  some  of  the  authorities  chiefly  relied  on  by 
defendant  may  be  of  value.  In  Fowler  v.  Scully,  72  Penn.  St.  456, 
the  question  was  as  to  the  power  of  a  national  bank  to  take  a  mort- 
gage to  secure  notes  to  be  thereafter  discounted  ;  and  by  a  divided 
court  the  mortgage  was  held  void.  There  is  nothing  in  the  ques- 
tion or  opinion  which  throws  any  special  light  on  the  question  be- 
fore us. 

In  the  case  of  Talmage  v.  Pell,  7  N".  Y.  328,  it  was  decided  that 
a  banking  corporation,  empowered  "  to  carry  on  the  business  of 
banking  by  discounting  bills  and  other  evidences  of  debt,"  was  not 
thereby  authorized  to  traffic  in  State  stocks,  and  that  a  purchase  of 
such  stocks,  with  a  view  of  sale,  was  beyond  its  powers. 

In  Niagara  Co.  Bank  v.  Baker,  15  Ohio  St  68,  the  plaintiff,  a 
bank  of  the  State  of  New  York,  sued  the  defendants  as  indorsers 
of  certain  promissory  notes.  The  answer  alleged  a  loan  from  the 
bank  to  them,  and  a  discount  of  these  notes  at  usurious  rates.  The 
reply  denied  any  loan,  and  alleged  that  it  discounted  the  notes  in 
the  usual  course  of  business.  Counsel  for  defendant  laid  down 
two  propositions  in  their  brief  —  1st,  that  if  the  transaction  was  a 
loan,  it  was  void  for  USU17;  and  2d,  if  a  purchase,  void  for  want  of 
power  in  the  bank  to  make  it  The  court  in  its  opinion,  after  giv- 
Vol.  XXVII— 24 
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ing  the  general  meaning  of  the  word  discount,  as  we  quote  here- 
after, proceed  :  *'  And  this  brings  us  to  the  precise  question  upon 
which  the  decision  of  this  case  depends.  Was  this  bank  empow- 
ered to  discount,  by  way  of  purchasey  promissory  notes?  or  must 
all  such  discounts  be  deemed  loans,  and  thus  be  brought  within  the 
purview  of  the  usury  law  ?  "  And  they  conclude  in  favor  of  the 
latter  alternative,  saying,  "  But  the  naked  power  to  discount  paper 
is  not  given  ;  it  is  the  power  to  carry  on  the  business  of  banking  by 
(among  other  things)  discounting  bills,  notes,  and  other  evidences 
of  debtr  And  then  inquiring  what  "  discounted  paper  "  means, 
as  used  in  the  business  of  banking,  hold,  that  it  refers  simply  to 
loans,  refernng  with  especial  stress  to  the  case  of  Talmage  y.  Pell, 
supra,  as  an  authoritative  exposition  of  the  New  York  statute 
under  which  plaintiff  was  organized. 

In  the  case  of  Farmers  <&  M.  Bank  v.  Baldwin,  23  Minn.  198; 
23  Am.  Rep.  683,  the  language  of  the  statute  appears  similar  to 
that  referred  to  in  15  Ohio  St.,  supra.  The  bank  was  given 
"power  to  carry  on  the  business  of  banking  by  discounting  bills, 
notes,"  etc.;  and  a  majority  of  the  court  held,  that  that  was  not  a 
power  to  purchase  such  securities,  but  simply  to  loan  thereon,  with 
the  right  to  take  lawful  interest  in  advance. 

In  Fleckner  v.  Bank,  8  Wheat  338,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff 
purchased  from  another  bank  a  note  which  had  passed  to  it  through 
several  parties  from  the  original  holder.  The  bank  was  forbidden 
to  deal  in  any  thing  except  bills  of  exchange,  gold,  or  silver,  or  take 
more  than  six  per  cent  upon  its  loans  or  discounts.  It  was  claimed 
that  the  purchase  of  this  note  was  ultra  vires;  but  the  court  held 
otherwise,  holding  that  such  purchase  was  but  a  discount.  In  the 
opinion,  Story,  J.,  speaking  for  the  court,  says :  "  But  in  what 
manner  is  the  bank  to  loan  *t  What  is  it  to  discount  ?  Has  it  not 
a  right  to  take  an  evidence  of  the  debt,  which  arises  from  the 
loan  ?  If  it  is  to  discount,  must  there  not  be  some  chose  in  action, 
or  written  evidence  of  a  debt,  payable  at  a  future  time,  which  is  to 
be  the  subject  of  the  discount  ?  Nothing  can  be  clearer  than  that 
by  the  language  of  the  commercial  world,  and  the  settled  practice 
of  banks,  a  *  discount  *  by  a  bank  means  or  vi  termini,  a  deduction 
or  drawback  made  upon  its  advances  or  loans  of  money,  upon  ne- 
gotiable paper,  or  other  evidences  of  debt,  payable  at  a  future  day, 
which  are  transferred  to  the  bank.'' 

We  may  also  at  this  time  properly  notice  a  late  case  cited  by  the 
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plaintiff,  that  of  Smith  v.  Exchange  Bank,  26  Ohio  St.  141 ; 
Thompson's  Nat  B'k  Cases,  836.  In  that  case  the  defense  was, 
that  the  bank  (a  national  bank)  purchased  the  paper  of  tlie  payees, 
and  that  it  had  no  authority  to  make  such  purchase.  Upon  this 
the  court  uses  this  language:  ^'It  does  not  state  that  the  pur- 
chase was  made  at  a  usurious  rate  of  discount ;  but  it  avers  that 
under  the  act  of  Congress  to  provide  a  national  currency,  under 
which  the  bank  was  incoi'porated,  it  had  no  authority  to  purcfiase 
the  bill.  It  seems  to  be  the  idea  of  counsel  making  the  objection, 
that  negotiable  paper,  perfect,  and  available  in  the  hands  of  the 
holder,  is  not  the  subject  of  purchase  by  a  national  bank  at  any 
rate  of  discount.  This  view,  we  think  entirely  erroneous.  We  see 
nothing  in  the  act  of  Congress,  nor  in  reason,  why  a  borrower  may 
not  obtain  the  discount  by  a  bank  of  the  existing  notes  and  bills 
of  others  of  which  he  is  the  holder,  as  well  as  of  his  own  paper, 
made  directly  to  the  bank.  It  is  true,  that,  as  between  natural 
persons,  the  purchase  of  such  paper  when  made  in  good  faith,  and 
not  as  a  disguise  for  a  loan,  is  not  subject  to  the  usury  laws  ;  but 
it  is  otherwise  as  to  a  bank.  In  the  business  of  banking,  the  pur- 
chasing and  discounting  of  paper  is  only* a  mode  of  loaning 
money.' "  And  further  on,  in  reference  to  any  question  of  usury, 
the  court  holds  that  it  arises  between  the  bank  and  its  customer, 
and  not  between  it  and  the  original  parties  to  the  paper. 

These  authorities  go  no  further  than  this  :  that  where  an  ordi- 
nary commercial  bank  is  created,  and  power  given  it,  not  gener- 
ally to  discount,  but  specially  to  carry  on  the  business  of  **  banking 
by  discounting,"  its  power  is  limited  to  that  of  loaning  money  on 
paper,  and  on  such  loans  subjects  itself  to  the  operations  of  the 
usury  laws.  It  may  not  purchase,  as  an  individual  may,  paper 
already  existing  at  any  price  it  may  agree  upon  with  the  holder, 
but  can  only  deduct  from  its  face  the  legal  interest  in  advance. 
We  express  no  opinion  upon  these  authorities,  or  the  propositions 
they  assert  But  we  draw  two  clear  distinctions  between  them  and 
the  ease  at  bar.  And  first,  the  plaintiff  is  not  an  ordinary  com- 
mercial bank.  At  least,  whatever  may  have  been  the  practical 
workings  of  this  bank,  the  intention  of  the  legislature  in  the  stat- 
ute was,  a  ^^  savings  bank."  That  is  the  title  of  the  article.  The 
grant  is  of  authority  to  organize  a  savings  association.  The  first 
power  is  to  receive  money  on  deposit,  and  allow  interest  thereon  ; 
and  that  is  the  main  purpose  of  a  savings  bank.     It  is  true,  among 
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the  further  powers  are  those  of  discount,  and  dealing  in  bullion 
and  bonds  ;  but  it  is  needful  that  some  powers  be  granted  of  so 
using  the  deposits,  and  other  funds,  as  will  secure  their  safety,  and 
enable  the  corporators  t^  pay  the  interest  on  the  deposits,  and  at 
the  same  time  receive  adequate  compensation  for  their  labor  and 
the  use  of  their  capital.  Just  as  power  is  given  to  an  insurance 
corporation  to  invest  its  funds  in  such  manner  as  will  be  profitable. 
And  in  interpreting  the  powers  possessed  by  a  corporation,  we  must 
not  make  the  interpretation  depend  on  the  manner  in  which  the 
corporation  actually  exercises  its  powers,  but  upon  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  in  the  enactment  of  the  statute.  The  intention 
was,  **  savings  bank."  The  corporation  may  in  fact  have  been  a 
purely  commercial  bank.  If  it  has  misused  its  powers,  the  State 
alone  may  inquire.  The  extent  of  the  powers  granted  is  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  character  of  the  institution  intended  by  the  legis- 
lature. It  is  said  by  the  court,  in  the  case  from  23  Minn.,  supra, 
in  support  of  the  construction  placed  upon  the  powers  granted  by 
the  statute  :  '*  The  obvious  intent  of  this  legislation  was  to  secure 
to  the  public  business  loans  and  accommodations  at  what  was  then 
regarded  reasonable  and  not  exorbitant  rates  of  interest,  and  also 
to  protect  the  shareholders  of  banks,  and  the  banks  themselves, 
against  the  risk  of  loss  from  inadequate  securities,  such  as  would 
likely  be  taken  under  the  tempting  influence  of  high  rates  of  in- 
terest, regulated  only  by  the  necessities  of  borrowers,  and  the  cu- 
pidity of  bank  directors."  But  the  primary  purpose  of  a  savings 
bank  is  not  to  facilitate  commercial  transactions  by  securing  to  the 
public  business  loans  and  accommodations,  but  to  furnish  a  safe 
place  of  deposit  for  funds.  The  other  powers  are  subordinate  to 
this. 

Again,  the  power  granted  is  the  naked  power  of  discounting,  and 
not  the  power  of  carrying  on  the  business  of  banking  by  discount- 
ing. And  the  term  "discounting,"  includes  purchase,  as  well 
as  loan.  **To  discount,  signifies,  the  act  of  buying  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, or  promissory  note,  for  a  less  sum  than  that  which  upon 
its  face  is  payable."  1  Bouv.  Law.  Diet.,  title  Discount.  "  It  is 
also  undeniably  clear,  that  the  term  discounty  when  used  in  a  gen- 
eral sense,  is  equally  applicable  to  either  business  or  accommoda- 
tion paper,  and  is  appropriately  applied,  either  to  loans  or  sales  by 
way  of  discount,  when  a  sum  is  counted  off,  or  taken  from  the  face 
or  amount  of  the  paper,  at  the  time  the  money  is  advanced  upon 
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it,  whether  that  sum  is  taken  for  interest  upon  a  loan,  or  as  the 
price  agreed  npon  a  sale."  Niagara  Co,  Bank  v.  Baker,  15  Ohio 
St.  85.     See,  also,  case  from  8  Wheat.,  supra. 

We  conclude  therefore,  that  the  purchase  of  the  note  and  mort- 
gage in  question  was  within  the  powers  granted  to  this  savings  bank. 

This  disposes  of  the  case,  and  compels  an  affirmance  of  the 
judgment 

All  the  justices  concurring. 

Judgment  afflrmed. 


Thb  State  ex  bel.  Mabtik  v.  Gilmobb. 

(WKans.  66L) 
OaMtUuUonal  lato-^remawU  of  member  of  legiekOure  from  offles. 

The  ConBtitation  of  Kansas  declares  that  each  house  of  the  legislature  "  shall 
be  judge  of  the  elections,  returns  and  qualifications  of  its  own  members.'' 
The  legislature  enacted  that  "  any  State,  district,  city,  county  or  township 
officer,  for  whose  removal  from  office  by  impeachment  there  is  no  provi* 
sion,'*  on  conviction  of  intoxication  shall  be  removed  from  office  by  the 
court.  The  Constitution  also  provides  that  '*  the  governor,  and  all  other 
officers  under  the  Constitution,  shall  be  subject  to  impeachment."  Held, 
that  the  act  is  unconstitutional  as  vesting  in  others  the  power  exclusively 
delegated  by  the  Constitution  to  each  house.  U  seems  that  members  of  the 
legislature  are  subject  to  impeachment. 

ACTION  to  remove  officer.    By  Laws  of  1876,  eh.  122,  it  is  pro- 
vided that: 

"  Section'  1.  Any  State,  district,  city,  county  or  township  officer 
of  this  State,  for  whose  removal  from  office  by  impeachment  there 
is  no  provision,  [who]  shall  in  any  public  place  within  the  State  be 
in  a  state  of  intoxication  produced  by  strong  drink  voluntarily 
taken,  such  officer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  committed  an  ofFenae 
against  public  morals,  and  on  conviction  thereof  shall  be  adjudged 
to  have  forfeited  his  office,  and  his  said  office  shall  thereupon  be 
declared  vacant  by  the  court  trjring  the  cause.  *^ 

Defendant  was  elected  and  qualified  as  a  member  of  the  lower 
house  of  the  State  legislature.  Martin,  as  petitioner  or  relator, 
commenced  an  action  under  said  act  of  1875,  in  the  name  of  the 
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State  of  Kansas^  as  plaintiff,  alleging  that  Gilmore,  in  Augast, 
1877,  while  a  member  of  the  State  legislature,  *'  was  guilty  of  being 
in  a  state  of  intoxication  produced  by  strong  drink  voluntarily 
taken."  Oilmore  demurred,  because  the  petition  did  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and  had  judgment. 

/.  A .  McHenryy  county  attorney,  and  Kirhpatrick  £  Burge,  for 
plaintiff. 

Cates  S  KepUnger,  and  0.  C.  Chase,  for  defendant. 

Baewer,  J.  Defendant  is  a  member  of  the  present  house  of 
representatives  of  this  State,  having  been  elected  in  the  fall  of 
1876.  This  action  was  brought  under  chapter  122  of  the  Laws  of 
1876,  to  remove  him  from  office;  and  the  single  question  presented 
is,  whether  the  action  will  lie  against  him  under  that  statute.  It 
provides  for  the  removal  from  office  of  "  any  State,  district,  city, 
county  or  township  officer  of  this  State,  for  whos^  removal  from 
office  by  impeachment  there  is  no  provision."  The  Constitution, 
article  2,  section  28,  reads:  "The  governor,  and  all  other  officers 
under  the  Constitution,  shall  be  subject  to  impeachment."  And 
chapter  49  of  the  general  statutes  prescribes  the  general  mode  of 
procedure.  On  the  one  hand,  it  is  claimed  that  in  the  compre- 
hensive words,  "all  other  officers  under  the  Constitution,"  are 
included  members  of  the  legislature,  and  that  they  too  are  subject 
to  impeachment,  and,  therefore,  not  included  within  the  scope  of 
said  chapter  122.  And  on  the  other,  that  by  the  decision  in  the 
BlotifU  case,  it  was  long  ago  held  by  the  United  States  Senate,  that 
members  of  that  Senate  were  not  subject  to  impeachment,  and  that 
by  the  common  understanding  and  consent  of  all  this  decision  has 
been  considered  as  applicable  to  members  of  all  State  legislatures, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  general  words  of  our  Constitution  must  be 
construed  with  this  implied  exception.  So  far  as  the  Federal  leg- 
islatui-e  is  concerned,  the  decision  in  the  Blount  case,  though  ren- 
dered by  a  closely-divided  Senate  (14  to  11),  has  ever  since  been 
accepted  as  a  correct  exposition  of  the  law,  and  that  question  is 
doubtless  forever  at  rest.  Yet  that  there  is  a  marked  distinction 
between  the  language  of  the  Federal  and  the  State  Constitutions, 
is  clearly  shown  by  the  able  opinion  of  his  honor,  Judge  TalcTott, 
who  decided  this  case  in  the  District  Court,  from  which  we  quote 
as  follows: 
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''By  the  Fedeml  Constitutiou,  those  subject  to  impeachment  are 
•  the  president,  vice-president,  and  all  cioil  officers  of  the  United 
States,^  By  our  State  Constitution,  those  subject  to  impeachment 
:ire  *  the  governor,  and  all  other  officers  under  this  Constitution.'^ 
Perhaps  an  understanding  of  the  terms  '  civil  officers  of  the  United 
States,'  as  used  in  the  Federal,  and  *  all  other  officers  under  this 
Constitution,'  as  used  in  our  State  Constitution,  will  help  in  dis- 
covering the  difference,  if  any,  between  the  two.  Judge  Story,  in 
the  first  volume  of  his  work  on  the  Constitution,  at  section  793,  after 
stating  that  the  reasoning  by  which  the  construction  was  given  to 
the  Federal  Constitution  does  not  appear,  says,  *But  it  was  proba- 
bly held  that  civil  officers  of  the  Uiiited  States  meant  such  as  derive<? 
their  appointment  from  and  under  the  national  government,  and 
not  those  persons  who,  though  members  of  the  government, 
derived  their  appointment  from  the  States,  or  the  people  of  the 
States.'  With  this  definition  it  will  be  seen  at  once  that  a  United 
States  senator  is  not  a  *  civil  officer  of  the  United  States,'  within 
the  meaning  of  that  provision  of  the  Constitution,  because  he 
derives  his  *  appointment  from  the  States,  or  the  people  of  the 
States,'  and  not  *  from  and  under  the  national  government.'  In 
giving  the  construction  it  did  the  question  was,  *  whether  a  senator 
was  a  civil  officer  of  the  United  States,'  within  the  purview  of  the 
Constitution;  and  it  was  decided  by  the  Senate  that  he  was  not. 
Then,  as  a  United  States  senator  is  not  a  *  civil  officer  of  the  United 
States,'  and  is  not  the  president,  or  vice-president,  he  cannot  be 
impeached,  for  by  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Constitution  they  are 
the  only  persons  who  can  be  impeached. 

**  Now,  as  to  our  State  Constitution.  It  does  not  provide  that 
the  governor,  '  and  all  civil  officers  of  the '  State ;  or,  that  the 
governor,  and  all  '  such  as  derived  their  appointment  from  and 
under  the'  State  government ;  or,  the  govenior  and  all  civil  officers 
under  this  Constitution,  shall  be  subject  to  impeachment;  but  it 
ioes  provide  that  *  the  governor,  and  all  other  officers  under  this 
Constitution,^  shall  be  subject  to  impeachment.  How  the  term, 
*  all  other  officers  under  this  Constitution,'  can  be  explained  is  moi*e 
than  I  can  see.  It  is  its  own  explanation  — its  own  definition.  As 
to  who  is  an  officer  of  the  United  States,  or  a  United  States  officer 
—  ori  as  to  who  is  an  officer  of  the  State,  or  a  State  officer  —  is  a 
question  about  which  there  may  be  some  doubt,  and  about  which 
our  own  Supreme  Court  has  been  called  upon  to  adjudicate;  but 
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as  to  who  are  officers  under  the  Constitution,  there  can  be  no  doubt, 
especially  as  to  those  specifically  ennmerated  therein.  All  we  have 
to  do  for  information  is  to  turn  to  that  instrument.  But,  it  being 
conceded  that  a  member  of  the  legislature  is  an  officer  under  the 
Constitution,  it  is  not  necessary,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  to 
cite  any  of  its  sections  for  such  proof." 

But  passing  this  question,  and  conceding  the  claim  of  counsel 
for  the  relator,  that  a  member  of  the  legislature  of  this  State  is  not 
subject  to  impeachment,  and  still  we  think  the  judgment  of  the 
District  Court  must  be  sustained. 

The  Constitution  declares,  article  2,  section  8,  that  ''  Each  house 
shall  be  judge  of  the  elections,  returns,  and  qualifications  of  its 
own  members."  This  is  a  grant  of  power,  and  constitutes  each 
house  the  ultimate  tribunal  as  to  the  qualifications  of  its  own 
members.  The  two  houses  acting  conjointly  do  not  decide.  Each 
house  acts  for  itself,  and  by  itself;  and  from  its  decision  there  is 
no  appeal,  not  even  to  the  two  houses.  And  this  power  is  not 
exhausted  when  once  it  has  been  exercised,  and  a  member  admitted 
to  his  seat.  It  is  a  continuous  power,  and  runs  through  the  entire 
term.  At  any  time,  and  at  all  times  during  the  term  of  office,  each 
house  is  empowered  to  pass  upon  the  present  qualifications  of  its 
own  members.  By  section  5  of  the  same  article,  acceptance  of  a 
Federal  office  vacates  a  member's  seat.  He  ceases  to  be  qualified, 
and  of  this  the  house  is  the  judge.  If  it  ousts  a  member  on  the 
claim  that  he  luis  accepted  a  Federal  office,  no  court  or  other 
tribunal  can  reiiibaate  him.  If  it  refuses  to  oust  a  member,  his 
seat  is  beyond  judicial  challenge.  This  grant  of  power  is,  in  its 
very  nature  (and  so  as  to  any  other  disqualification),  exclusive;  and 
it  is  necessary  to  preserve  the  entire  independence  of  the  two 
houses.  Being  a  power  exclusively  vested  in  it,  it  cannot  be 
granted  away  or  transferred  to  any  other  tribunal  or  officer.  It 
may  appoint  a  committee  to  examine  and  report,  but  the  decision 
must  be  by  the  house  itself.  It,  and  it  alone,  can  remove.  Per- 
haps, also,  it  might  delegate  to  a  judge  or  other  officer,  outside  its 
own  body,  power  to  examine  and  report  upon  the  qualifications  of 
one  of  its  members.  But  neither  it,  nor  the  two  houses  together, 
can  abridge  the  power  vested  in  each  house  separately  of  a  final 
decision  as  to  the  qualifications  of  one  of  its  members,  or  transfer 
tliat  power  to  any  other  tribunal  or  officer.  And  an  act  which 
pnii^orted  to  grant  to  the  District  Court  power  to  remove  from 
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office  must  be  construed  as  not  embracing  members  of  the  legisla- 
ture; or  if  its  language  specifically  names,  or  necessarily  includes 
them,  then  as  to  them  the  act  is  unconstitutional. 

The  judgment  will  be  affirmed,  at  the  costs  of  the  relator. 

All  the  justices  concurring. 


Thb  State  v.  Buffinoton. 

(90  Kans.  S99.) 

OrinwuU  law — evidence  —  Utters  from  pruaner  to  hi$  io(f«. 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment,  a  letter  written  by  the  defendant  to  his  wife, 
but  not  in  the  oastodj  or  control  of  either  of  them,  or  any  representatlTO 
of  them,  bat  in  the  custody  and  control  of  the  prosecuting  witness,  is  com- 
petent evidence  against  the  defendant,  although  a  civil  statute  prohibits 
husband  and  wife  from  testifying  to  any  communication  by  one  to  the 
other  during  marriage,  and  a  criminal  statute  extends  the  provisions  in 
civil  cases  to  the  **  examination  "  of  witnesses  in  criminal  proceedings. 

INFORMATION  for  carnally  defiling  a  female  under  eighteen. 
On  the  trial  the  prosecution  offered  in  evidence  a  letter  written 
by  defendant  to  his  wife,  confessing  that  he  had  committed  a  griev- 
ous offense,  without  specifying  it,  expressing  remorse,  and  stating 
that  he  had  left  the  State,  etc.  This  was  received  under  objection. 
The  prisoner  was  convicted,  and  appealed. 

R.  D,  Hartshorne  and  S.  Stillwell,  for  appellant 

T.  W.  Cogswell  and  Hutchings  <&  Denison,  for  the  State. 

Valektike,  J.  This  was  a  criminal  prosecution  under  section 
233  of  the  crimes-and-punishments  act ;  Oen.  Stat  369.  The 
defendant  was  charged  with  defiling  one  Emily  Barney,  a  female 
person  under  eighteen  years  of  age,  by  carnally  knowing  her  while 
she  was  confided  to  his  care  and  protection  by  her  parents.  The 
girl  Emily  was  a  sister  of  the  defendant's  wife,  and  their  father, 
Joseph  M.  Barney,  was  the  prosecuting  witness  in  the  case.  On 
the  trial,  the  prosecution  introduced  in  evidence,  a  letter  from  the 
defendant  to  his  wife.  This  was  done  under  the  permission  of  the 
oonrt,  but  over  the  objections  of  the  defendant  The  defendant 
Vol.  XX Vn  — 26 
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claimed  that  this  letter  was  a  confidential  communication  from 
himself  to  his  wife,  and  therefore  that  it  was  not  competent  evi- 
dence against  him.  The  admission  of  this  letter  in  evidence  is  the 
first  ruling  of  the  court  below  of  which  the  defendant  now  com- 
plains. For  the  purposes  of  this  case,  we  shall  assume  that  said 
letter  was  a  confidential  communication  from  the  defendant  to  his 
wife;  that  it  is  what  would  ordinarily  be  called  a  privileged  com- 
munication, and  that  it  could  not  have  been  introduced  in  evidence 
in  this  case  or  in  any  other  case,  by  either  the  husband  or  the  wife, 
or  against  either  of  them,  except  with  the  consent  of  both,  so  long 
as  the  letter  remained  in  the  hands  or  under  the  control  of  either 
of  them,  or  in  the  hands  or  under  the  control  of  any  agent  or 
representative  of  either  of  them.  We  assume  this,  however,  with- 
out desiring  to  express  any  opinion  upon  the  subject.  And  with 
this  assumption  was  the  said  letter  wrongfully  introduced  in  evi- 
dence ?  We  think  not.  It  would  seem  that  the  letter  was  in  the 
hands  and  custody  of  Joseph  M.  Barney,  the  prosecuting  witness, 
at  the  time  it  was  introduced  in  evidence.  It  had  previously  been 
sent  through  the  post-office,  and  by  mail,  from  the  defendant  to  his 
wife.  Barney  received  it  from  the  post-office,  properly  directed  to 
the  defendant's  wife.  Fie  delivered  it  to  her,  and  she,  after  read- 
ing it,  returned  it  to  him,  and  he  furnished  it  to  the  prosecution  to 
be  read  in  evidence  as  aforesaid.  And  there  was  no  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  that  it  was  at  that  time  in  the  custody  or  under  the 
control  of  any  other  person  except  Joseph  M.  Barney  and  the 
prosecution.  It  does  not  appear  that  either  the  defendant  or  his 
wife  had  at  that  time  any  control  over  the  letter.  It  is  certainly 
true,  that  a  communication  between  husband  and  wife  is  a  priv- 
ileged communication.  But  it  is  privileged  only  while  it  remains 
within  their  custody  and  control,  or  while  it  remains  within  the 
custody  and  control  of  their  agents  or  representatives,  and  just  so  far 
as  it  remains  within  the  custody  and  control  of  themselves  or  their 
agents  or  representatives.  "A  private  converaation  between  hus- 
band and  wife,  who  thought  that  no  one  overheard  them,  may  be 
testified  to  by  a  concealed  listener.**  Commonwealth  v.  Ghriffiny  110 
Mass.  181.  See,  also,  State  v.  Center ^  85  Vt  378.  This  rule  also 
applies  as  to  confidential  commnnications  between  attorney  and 
client.  Hoy  v.  Morris,  13  Gray,  619;  Ooddard  v.  Gardner,  28 
Conn.  172;  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §239a.  With  reference  to  confidential 
commnnications  between  attorney  and  client,  Dr.  Wharton  uses 
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the  following  language:  ''If  a  legal  adviser  permits  his  client's 
papers  to  pass  out  of  his  hands  into  those  of  strangers,  or  if  such 
papers  are  in  any  way  extracted  from  his  custody,  they  may  be 
put  in  evidence  by  the  party  by  whom  they  are  held,  as  against  the 
client  So  far  has  this  been  pushed,  that  it  has  been  held  that  if 
an  attorney  permits  a  witness  to  see  such  writings,  such  witness, 
not  being  a  clerk  of  the  attorney  or  legal  adviser  of  the  client, 
may  be  called  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  the  writings,  due  notice 
being  first  given  to  produce  them  on  the  trial."  1  Wharton's  Evi- 
dence, §  586.  See,  also,  Lloyd  v.  Mostyn,  10  M.  &  W.  478.  Mr.  Green- 
leaf  uses  the  following  language  (probably  with  reference  to  writ- 
ten evidence  generally,  but  immediately  following  a  section  con- 
cerning "communications  between  husband  and  wife,")  to-wit: 
'*  It  may  be  mentioned  in  this  place,  that  though  papers  and  other 
subjects  of  evidence  may  have  been  illegally  taken  from  the  posses- 
sion of  the  party  against  whom  they  are  offered,  or  otherwise 
unlawfully  obtained,  this  is  no  valid  objection  to  their  admissibility 
if  they  are  pertinent  to  the  issue.  The  court  will  not  take  notice 
how  they  were  obtained,  whether  lawfully  or  unlawfully;  nor  will 
it  form  an  issue  to  determine  that  question."  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  254^. 

There  is  no  statute  in  this  State  rendering  said  letter  incompe- 
tent evidence  in  a  case  of  this  kind.  The  only  statutes  supposed 
to  even  look  in  that  direction  are  the  following: 

Criminal  Code,  section  209:  "  The  provisions  of  the  law  in  civil 
cases,  relative  to  compelling  the  attendance  and  testimony  of  wit^ 
fiesseSy  their  examination,  the  administration  of  oaths  and  affirma- 
tions, and  proceedings  for  contempt  to  enforce  the  remedies  and 
protect  the  rights  of  parties,  shall  extend  to  criminal  cases,  so  far 
as  they  are  in  their  nature  applicable  thereto,  subject  to  the 
provisions  contained  in  any  statute."  Gen.  Stat.  853. 

Civil  Code,  section  323  :"  ♦  ♦  ♦  In  no  case  shall  either  {the 
husband  or  wife)  be  permitted  to  testify  concerning  any  communi- 
cation made  by  one  to  the  other  during  the  marriage,  whether 
called  while  that  relation  subsisted,  or  afterward."  Laws  of  1872, 
page  335. 

It  will  be  seen  that  these  statutes  do  not  go  to  the  extent  of 
excluding  said  letter  as  evidence.  While  the  Civil  Code  provides 
that  neither  the  husband  nor  wife  shall,  as  a  witness,  furnish  evi- 
dence, concerning  confidential  communications,  yet  it  does  not  pro- 
vide that  others  who  may  happen  to  be  possessed  of  such  commnni*^ 
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cations  shall  not  do  so;  and  while  the  Criminal  Code  provides  that 
the  provisions  of  law  in  civil  cases  relative  to  **  compelling  the  at- 
tendance and  testimony  of  witnesses,"  and  '*  their  examination," 
'^  shall  extend  to  criminal  cases,"  yet  it  does  not  provide  that  the 
provisions  of  law  in  civil  cases  relating  to  the  competency  of  wit- 
nesses and  the  competency  of  evidence  &hM  extend  to  criminal  cases. 
The  State  v.  Howard,  19  Kans.  509,  510.  A  certain  territorial  dis- 
trict judge,  once,  however,  in  the  early  days  of  Kansas,  thought 
otherwise,  and  permitted  a  defendant  who  was  charged  in  a  criminal 
case  with  murder  in  the  first  degree  to  testify  in  his  own  behalf  simply 
because  defendants  in  civil  cases  were  then  (as  now)  allowed  to 
testify  in  their  own  behalf.  But  whether  said  district  judge  would 
have  compelled  the  defendant  in  that  case  to  testify  against  him- 
self, and  in  favor  of  the  prosecution,  at  the  instance  of  the  prose- 
cution, simply  because  defendants  in  civil  cases  could  at  that  time 
be  compelled  to  testify  against  themselves  and  in  favor  of  the 
adverse  party,  at  the  instance  of  the  adverse  party,  is  not 
known.  The  provision  quoted  from  the  Criminal  Code  is 
old.  It  was  first  enacted  in  1855  (Laws  of  1855,  page  621, 
§  16),  and  was  re-enacted  in  1859  (Laws  of  1859,  page  209,  §  188; 
Comp.  Laws  of  1862,  page  264,  §  188);  and  again  re-enacted  in  1868. 
Gen.  Stat,  page  853,  §  209.  And  the  law  making  defendants  com- 
petent witnesses  in  civil  cases,  for  and  against  themselves,  was 
passed  in  Kansas  more  than  twenty  years  ago.  Under  section  215 
of  the  Criminal  Code,  as  amended  in  1871  (Laws  of  1871,  page  280, 
§  1),  a  wife  is  a  competent  witness  in  a  criminal  case  against  hei 
husband  if  she  chooses  to  testify.  The  State  v.  McCord,  8  Kans. 
52. 

[Omitting  a  point  of  practice.] 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  will  be  affirmed. 

All  tlie  jostioes  concurring. 

Judgment  ijfinmtL 
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ASHTON    V.   IkGLB. 

(20  Kans.  670.) 

Homestead  exemption  —  tenant  house, 

A  house  on  a  lot  adjoining  the  homestead  of  the  owner,  in  a  city,  and  by  him 
owned  and  rented  to  a  tenant  not  in  his  employ,  and  occupied  exclusireiy 
by  such  tenant  and  his  family,  is  not  exempt  under  the  homestead  laws  ex- 
empting one  acre  in  a  city,  **  with  all  improvements,"  *'  occupied  as  a  resi- 
dence by  the  family  of  the  owner,'*  although  all  the  land  claimed  to  be 
exempt  is  less  than  one  acre. 

ACTION  to  restrain   sale  of  a  homestead  on  execution.     The 
opinion  states  the  facts.     The  defendant  had  judgment. 

L,  M.  Qoddardj  for  plaintiff. 

Thomas  P.  Fenlon  and  Lucien  Baker,  for  defendants. 

Valentine,  J.  Ruth  A.  Ingle  recovered  a  judgment  in  the 
District  Court  of  Leavenworth  county  against  John  Ashton  and 
Joseph  Ashton  for  the  sum  of  $776.96.  An  execution  was  issued 
on  this  judgment,  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  Percival  Q.  Lowe, 
sheriff  of  said  county.  Lowe  by  virtue  thereof  levied  upon  certain 
real  estate  situated  in  said  county,  as  the  property  of  said  John 
Ashton,  and  advertised  the  same  for  sale.  Ashton  then  commenced 
this  action  gainst  said  Ingle  and  Lowe  to  restrain  them  from  sell- 
ing said  property,  and  to  set  aside  the  levy  of  said  execution.  Trial 
was  had  in  the  court  below,  before  the  court  alone,  which  trial  re- 
sulted in  a  finding  and  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendants  and 
against  the  plaintiff;  and  the  plaintiff  now  seeks  to  have  said  find- 
ing and  judgment  reversed  by  this  court. 

The  plaintiff  claims  that  said  property  is  apart  of  his  homestead  and 
therefore  that  it  is  and  was  exempt  from  said  judgment,  execution 
and  levy.  This  is  the  only  question  in  this  case.  Before  proceed- 
mg,  however,  to  discuss  this  question,  we  would  say  that  as  the  find- 
ing of  the  court  below  was  general,  and  in  favor  of  the  defendants, 
we  must  presume  that  every  thing  necessary  to  be  found  in  the 
ease  was  found  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  and  against  the  plaintiff 
Ashton.    And  also,  where  there  was  conflicting  evidence  we  must 
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presume  that  the  court  below  believed  that  which  was  most  favor- 
able to  the  defendants,  aud  disbelieved  that  which  contradicted  it; 
and  we  must  view  the  evidence  in  the  same  manner  that  the  court 
below  did.  As  to  the  status  of  the  property,  we  must  consider 
what  such  status  was  at  the  time  when  said  judgment  was  rendered 
upon  which  said  execution  was  issued,  and  not  merely  what  it  was 
at  the  time  when  said  levy  was  made,  or  at  the  time  when  this  suit 
was  commenced,  or  trial  had.  For  if  the  property  was  not  a  part 
of  Ashton's  homestead  at  the  time  when  said  judgment  was  ren- 
dered, then  the  judgment  became  a  lien  upon  the  property  ((Jen. 
Stat.  70S,  §  419;  Kirkwood  v.  KoesteVy  11  Kans.  471);  and  no  sub- 
sequent homestead  right  or  interest  acquired  by  Ashton  would 
defeat  the  judgment-lien.  The  judgment-lien  in  such  a  case  would 
be  paramount,  and  the  homestead  right  or  interest  would  be  sub- 
ordinate and  inferior  thereto.  Bullene  v.  Hiatt,  12  Kans.  98; 
Robimon  v.  Wilson,  15  id.  595;  Hiatt  v.  Bullene,  ante,  p.  557. 
And  under  and  by  virtue  of  such  judgment-lien  the  property  may 
be  levied  upon  and  sold  under  an  execution  issued  on  such  judg- 
ment, although  at  the  time  of  the  levy  and  sale  the  property  may 
be  occupied  as  a  homestead  of  the  owners. 

Said  judgment  was  rendered  on  the  22d  of  January,  1877.  At 
that  time  the  plaintiff  Ashton  owned  a  certain  L-shaped  piece  of 
ground  situated  in  Leavenworth  City.  This  ground  was  all  fenced 
in  one  inclosure,  and  there  was  less  than  one  acre  in  the  piece. 
One  branch  of  the  L  fronted  west  on  Broadway  street,  and  the 
other  branch  fronted  north  on  Oak  street,  and  within  the  inner 
angle  formed  by  the  two  branches  of  this  L,  one  Helmer  owned  and 
occupied  a  piece  of  land.  Helmer's  land  also  fronted  on  both 
Broadway  and  Oak  streets,  the  two  streets  crossing  each  other  at 
right  angles  at  the  north- wcet  corner  thereof.  Lowe  levied  upon 
only  a  portion  of  that  branch  of  said  L  which  fronted  north,  on 
Oak  street;  and  that  which  he  levied  upon  is  the  only  land  now  in 
controversy  —  and  for  convenience,  we  will  call  it  one  parcel  of 
land,  the  north  parcel;  and  the  portion  of  the  L  which  he  did  not 
levy  upon  as  another  parcel  of  land,  the  south  parcel.  On  the  south 
parcel  Ashton  had  a  large,  fine,  brick  dwelling-house,  which  he, 
with  his  family,  occupied  as  a  residence.  On  this  same  parcel  he 
also  had  a  cistern,  an  outhouse,  a  barn,  a  hog-pen,  a  hen-house,  a 
wood  yard  and  proper  walks.  On  the  north  parcel  there  were  two 
small  houses,  and  a  cistern,  and  proper  walks.     These  two  small 
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houses,  with  the  grounds  around  them,  were  rented  by  Ashton  to 
tenants,  for  a  money  rent;  and  up  to  the  time  when  the  judgment 
upon  which  said  execution  was  issued  was  rendered,  the  tenants 
who  for  the  time  being  occupied  said  houses  and  grounds  had 
exclusive  use  thereof,  except  as  follows:  A  clothes-line  was  stretched 
from  one  of  the  small  houses  across  the  north  parcel  onto  the  south 
parcel,  and  was  used  jointly  by  all  the  occupants  of  both  parcels  of 
land.  A  walk  also  extended  from  the  south  parcel  across  the  north 
parcel  to  Oak  street,  which  walk  was  used  by  the  tenants  of  both 
houses,  and  sometimes  by  the  Ashtons.  The  cistern  on  the  north 
parcel  of  land  was  used  by  the  tenants  of  both  houses  all  the  time, 
and  by  the  Ashtons  "occasionally,  when  the  other  cistern  gave 
out." 

After  s^id  judgment  was  rendered,  Ashton,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  said  north  parcel  of  land  a  part  of  his  homestead,  and  for 
the  pui-pose  of  defeating  any  levy  of  any  execution  which  might  be 
made  upon  said  north  parcel,  assumed,  at  least  nominally,  greater 
control  over  the  same,  and  over  the  houses  thereon,  than  he  had 
formerly  done.  In  the  written  leases  which  were  afterward  exe- 
cuted he  rented  only  certain  rooms  of  the  houses,  and  reserved  to 
himself  the  rest  of  the  houses,  and  the  control  of  the  grounds 
around  them.  Though  in  fact,  and  notwithstanding  such  written 
leases,  he  still  allowed  the. tenants  to  occupy  and  use  all  of  the  two 
houses,  and  all  the  grounds  around  them,  except  the  basement  of 
one  of  the  houses.  But,  as  we  have  before  stated,  the  question,  so 
far  as  this  case  is  concerned,  is  not  governed  by  what  transpired 
after  said  judgment  was  rendered,  but  it  is  governed  by  what 
transpired  before  and  what  existed  at  the  time  the  judgment  was 
rendered.  The  question  is,  not  whether  said  north  parcel  has 
become  a  part  of  Ash  ton's  homestead  since  said  judgment  was  ren- 
dered, but  it  is  whether  it  was  a  part  of  his  homestead  at  the  time 
when  such  judgment  was  rendered.  At  the  time  said  judgment 
was  rendered  only  one  of  said  houses  was  actually  rented,  or  occu- 
pied, and  the  other  was  vacant;  but  the  vacant  house  had  been 
occupied  by  a  renter  up  to  only  a  short  time  i)reviously,  and  was 
then  kept  by  Ashton  merely  to  be  rented,  and  was  shortly  afterward 
rented.  And  the  first  time  it  was  rented  afterward  it  was  rented 
orally,  and  in  the  same  manner  that  it  had  previously  been  rented. 
It  was,  therefore,  so  far  as  any  question  in  this  case  is  concerned, 
substantially  in  the  same  condition  as  though  it  had  been  actually 
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rented  and  occupied  by  a  tenant  at  the  time  such  judgment  was 
rendered. 

Now,  was  the  said  north  parcel  of  land,  with  the  two  small 
houses  and  the  cistern,  or  any  part  thereof,  a  portion  of  Ash  ton's 
homestead,  so  as  to  be  exempt  from  said  judgment,  execution  and 
levy,  under  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  exemption  laws?  We 
think  not.  The  homestead  exemption  law,  so  far  as  it  applies  to 
this  case,  reads  as  follows: 

"  A  homestead,  to  the  extent  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of 
farming  land,  or  of  one  acre  within  the  limits  of  an  incorporated 
town  or  city  (without  regard  to  value),  occupied  as  a  residence  by 
the  family  of  the  owner,  together  with  all  the  improvements  on  the 
same,  shall  be  exempted  from  forced  sale,"  etc. 

Now  the  property,  in  order  to  be  exempt,  must  be  *'  a,  homesteady^' 
or  a  part  of  a  homestead,  and  it  must  be  ^^  occupied  as  a  residence 
by  the  family  of  the  owner."  Now,  the  two  s7naU  houses  were  not 
a  part  of  Ashton's  homestead,  in  fact,  whatever  they  might  be  cofi- 
slructively.  And  they  were  not  "  occupied  "  at  all  by  Ash  ton's 
family,  either  as  a  '^ residence^'  or  otherwise.  Mr.  Justice  Brad- 
ley, of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  commenting 
upon  the  homestead  exemption  provision  in  the  Constitution  of 
Florida,  uses  the  following  language:  "In  the  case  of  a  farmer, 
therefore,  it  is  clear  that  the  exemption  embraces  his  house  and 
farm,  not  exceeding  the  amount  limited  (160  acres,  without  regard 
to  value).  Of  course,  it  includes  (and  so  the  Constitution  declares) 
the  improvementB  thereon.  Those  improvements,  however,  must 
be  such  as  to  make  them  properly  a  part  of  the  homestead,  such  as 
outhouses,  barns,  sheds,  wagon-houses,  fences,  etc.  They  would  not 
embrace  tenant  houses,  though  built  on  the  farm,  for  these  would  be 
no  proper  part  of  the  farm  homestead.  They  constitute  capital 
separately  invested.  They  produce  a  revenue  of  their  own,  distinct 
from  that  of  the  farm.  For  the  same  reason,  the  farmer's  home- 
stead would  not  include  a  saw-mill,  or  a  gi'ist-mill,  or  a  carding  and 
fulling  mill,  though  erected  on  a  portion  of  the  tract  of  which  the 
farm  is  a  part  These  are  separate  enterprises,  in  which  the 
farmer  has  been  enabled  to  invest  his  surplus  capital.  They  are  no 
part  of  the  farm.  If  he  runs  them,  he  does  it  as  a  separate  busi- 
ness from  that  of  his  farm,  and  he  cannot  claim  both  as  appurte- 
nant to  and  part  of  his  homestead.  They  constitute  the  basis  of 
outside  and  separate  industries."     Greeley  v.  Scott,  2  Wood's  Rep. 
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657,  659.  The  foregoing  yiews  of  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  are  fully 
sustained  by  the  following  eases:  Cassehnan  v.  PacJcardy  16  Wis. 
114  ;  Kurz  v.  Brusch,  13  Iowa,  371;  Rhodes  v.  McCormick,  4  id.  368; 
Haiti  V.  Webb,  36  N.  H.  158;  Dysofi  v.  SheUy, 11  Mich.  527;  Gregg 
V.  Bostwick,  33  Cal.  220 ;  Iken  v.  OUnick,  42  Tex.  195.  But  on 
the  other  side  of  the  question  see  the  following  cases:  Hancock  v. 
Morgan^  17  Tex.  582;  Noland  v.  Reed,  38  id.  425;  Hubbell  v.  Canady, 
58  Til.  425 ;  Kelly  v.  Baker,  10  Minn.  154;  Clark  v.  Shannon,  1 
Nev.  568. 

Mr.  Thompson,  in  his  valuable  work  on  Homesteads  and  Exemp- 
tions, section  130,  uses  the  following  language:  '*This  last  case 
(that  of  Gregg  v.  Bostwick^  supra)  very  clearly  conducts  us  to  the 
rule,  that  houses  built  for  the  purpose  of  being  rented  to  tenants, 
thus  yielding  to  the  debtor  a  revenue  separate  from  any  use  imme- 
diately connected  with  his  dwelling,  form  no  part  of  his  homestead. 
This  rule,  at  once  so  reasonable  and  easy  of  application,  has  been 
ageed  upon  by  several  courts  (here  citing  cases  from  California, 
Michigan,  Wisconsin,  Iowa  and  New  Hampshire).  It  has  been 
denied  in  Texas  (here  citing  38  Tex.  425),  but,  as  we  have  seen,  in 
pursuance  of  a  view  of  the  Constitution  of  that  State,  which  had 
been  since  substantially  overruled  (here  citing  section  127  of  his  - 
work,  and  42  Tex.  105,  201) ;  and  in  Illinois,  where  a  dwelling  and 
a  storehouse  occupied  by  a  tenant  stood  upon  one  lot,  the  whole 
within  the  statutory  limit  of  value,  the  storehouse  was  held  a  part 
of  the  homestead  —  a  view  which  must  be  deemed  salutary,  under  : 
a  statute  limiting  the  value  of  the  homestead  to  $5,000  "  (here  cit-  ' 
ing  58  111.  425).  See,  also,  section  120  of  Mr.  Thompson's  work, 
and  c£^es  there  cited. 

In  the  case  of  Casselman  v.  Packard,  supra,  Judge  Cole  uses 
the  foUowing  language:  "  We  cannot  believe  the  legislature  ever 
intended  that  a  person  should  hold  all  the  buildings  which  might 
be  erected  upon  a  quarter  of  an  acre  of  ground  in  a  city  or  village, 
whatever  might  be  their  character,  or  for  whatever  purposes  they 
were  designed,  under  the  homestead  exemption  law,  merely  because 
he  might  live  in  one  of  them.  Such  a  construction  seems  to  us 
most  unreasonable.  The  statute  exempts  the  given  quantity  of 
land,  with  the  dwelling-house  thereon,  and  its  appurtenances.  Of 
course,  the  exemption  of  that  quantity  of  land  has  regard  to  tlie 
furposesfor  which  it  is  used.**    16  Wis.  115. 

In  the  case  of  Kurz  v.  Bursch,  supra.  Judge  Wbiqht  uses  the 
Vol.  XXVII  — 26 
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following  language:  '*It  was  never  intended  that  other  buildings, 
though  on  the  same  lot,  buildings  not  appurtenant  to  the  home- 
stead as  such,  those  not  used  and  occupied  by  the  owner  in  the 
prosecution  of  his  own  ordinary  business,  those  rented  and  yielding 
a  revenue  to  their  owner  —  we  say  it  was  never  intended  that  such 
should  be  exempt.  If  so,  the  law  could  be  made  to  cloak  the  most 
stupendous  frauds.  For  if  one  such  building  may  be  exempt,  so 
may  all  that  could  be  placed  upon  a  half-acre,  if  in  a  town,  or  forty 
acres,  if  in  the  country,  without  limit  as  to  value.  And  thus  the 
statute,  instead  of  securing  to  the  family  a  home,  where  they  may 
be  sheltered,  and  live  beyond  the  reach  of  financial  misfortune  and 
the  demands  of  creditors,  would  give  them  property  never  con- 
templated by  its  letter  or  spirit."     13  Iowa,  374,  375. 

In  Kansas  there  is  no  homestead  exemption  law  as  against  taxes. 
or  purchase-money,  or  claims  for  improvements,  or  liens  given  by 
the  consent  of  the  owner  and  wife,  or  owner  and  husband,  as 
the  case  may  be,  or  liens  existing  against  the  property  prior 
to  its  occupancy  as  a  homestead;  but  as  to  every  other  debt 
or  claim  there  is  a  liberal  homestead  exemption  law.  Under 
it  the  owner  of  real  estate  may  hold  the  same  exempt  from 
all  process  (except  that  for  the  collection  of  taxes,  purchase- 
money,  (claims  for  improvements,  and  to  enforce  voluntary  and 
pre-existing  liens),  subject  to  no  limitations,  except  as  to  its  extent 
as  a  homeslejid,  and  its  use  and  occupation  as  such.  As  to  its 
extent  as  a  homestead,  the  owner  may  hold  160  acres  of  farming 
land,  or  one  acre  within  the  limits  of  an  incorporated  town  or  city 
without  regard  to  value.  It  may  be  covered  with  costly  buildings, 
with  palatial  residences  worth  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars, 
and  yet  all  be  held  exempt  from  process,  provided  it  can  all  be 
called  the  homestead  of  the  owner.  As  to  use  and  occupation,  it 
must  be  used  as  the  homestead  of  the  owner,  and  must  be  occu- 
pied by  his  family  as  a  residence,  or  it  will  not  be  exempt  Any 
portion  of  his  real  estate  not  so  used  and  so  occupied  will  not  be 
exempt,  whatever  may  be  the  extent  or  value  of  such  real  estate, 
great  or  small.  But  the  law,  however,  does  not  use  the  words 
**  homestead,"  and  '' occupied,"  and  ''residence,"  in  any  narrow 
and  limited  sense.  The  word  "homestead,"  does  not  include  merely 
the  dwelling-house,  but  it  also  embraces  every  thing  connected 
therewith  which  may  be  used  and  is  used  for  the  more  perfect 
enjoyment  of  the  home,  such  as  outhouses  for  servants,  fdr  stock. 
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or  property,  gardens,  yards  and  farming  land  to  the  extent  of  160 
acres,  or  land  within  the  limits  of  an  incorporated  town  or  city  to 
the  extent  of  one  acre.     The    word  "occupied,"  does  not  always 
require  an  actual  occupancy,  but  it  may  sometimes  permit  a  con- 
structive  occupancy.   The  word  *'  residence,"  like  the  word  **  home- 
stead," is  not  confined  merely  to  the    dwelling-house,  but   it   may 
also  include  every  thing  connected  therewith    used    to    make  the 
home  more  comfortable    and   enjoyable.     But  the  words  "home- 
stead" and  "  residence,"  cannot  be  intended  to  include  some  other 
and  independent  family's  home  and  residence.     Where  houses  and 
lots  are  rented,  for  a  money  rent,  to  tenants,  who  aie  not   servants 
or  employees  of  the  owner,  with  the  intention  that  such  houses  and 
lots  shall  become  the  homes  and  residences  of  such  tenants  and 
their  families,  and  they  actually  do  become  the  homes   and   resi- 
dences of    such    tenants  and  their  families,  the  owner   certainly 
cannot  then  claim  that  such  houses  and  lots  are  a  part  of  his  own 
home  and  residence,  although  they  may  adjoin  the  same.     In  order 
that  any  thing  shall  be  a  part  of  the  homestead,  it  must  not  only 
be  connected  therewith   as  one  piece  of  land  is  connected    with 
another  to  which  it  adjoins,  but  it  must  also  be  used  in  connection 
therewith  and  as  a  part  thereof.     In  legal  phrase,  it  must  be  appur- 
tenant thereto.     Any  other   view  than  this  would  allow  an  owner 
of  real  estate  in  a  city  to  own  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars' 
worth  of  property  exempt  from  his  just  and  legal  debts.     He  could 
cover   his   acre  of  ground   with   costly  buildings,  rent  a  portion 
thereof  to  various  families  for  residences,  rent  other  portions  for 
business  purposes,  other  portions  for  manufacturing  purposes,  and 
others  still  for  offices,  and  reserve  merely   one,  two,  three  or  four 
rooms  for  his  own  use  as  a  residence,  and  then  hold  all  these  build- 
ings, and  the  acre  of  ground,  exempt  from  his  just  debts.    The 
framers  of  the  Constitution  and   of  the  exemption  laws  certainlj 
never  contemplated  any  such  resuljk  from  their  labors. 
The  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  affirmed. 
All  the  justices  concurring. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Wbiohselbaum  v.  Ouelbtt. 

(aOKans.  709.) 
Landlord  and  tenant  —  right  of  tenant  to  acquire  title  as  againet  landlord. 

A  tenant,  under  no  obligation  to  pay  taxes  on  the  demised  premises,  may 
acquire  valid  title  to  the  premises  on  tax  sale  during  the  term,  and  thereby 
defeat  his  landlord's  claim  for  subsequently  accruing  rent. 

ACTION  for  rent.     The  opinion  states  the  facts.     The  defend- 
ant had  judgment. 

Nelson  Adams,  for  plaintiff. 
N.  B.  Freeland,  for  defendant. 

HoRTON,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff,  Weichselbaum,  was  the  owner  of 
three  certain  buildings,  situated  on  the  Fort  Larned  military  reser- 
vation, in  Pawnee  county.  On  13th  March,  1875,  he  rented  the  build- 
ings to  the  defendant  Curlett,  for  one  year  from  the  1st  of  May 
following,  at  a  monthly  rental  of  $17.50.  The  defendant  paid  the 
rent  until  29tli  February,  1876,  at  which  time,  and  while  he  was 
occupying  the  building  as  a  tenant  of  plaintiff,  he  purchased  them 
at  a  tax-sale  held  that  day  —  the  buildings  having  been  sold  as  per- 
sonal property,  for  personal  taxes.  The  defendant  has  continued 
to  occupy  the  buildings,  and  has  removed  material  from  them 
of  the  value  of  $26.50.  This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
to  recover  of  the  defendant  rent  for  the  buildings  from  February 
29th  to  the  1st  of  August,  1876,  and  for  damages  for  the  removal 
of  parts  of  the  buildings.  Upon  the  foregoing  facts,  the  District 
Court  found,  "as  a  conclusion  of  law,  that  the  contitict  of  lease 
between  plaintiff  and  defendant  was  an  illegal  contract,  and  there- 
fore cannot  be  enforced "  —  and  gave  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  in  favor  of  the  defendant  must 
be  affirmed,  and  the  claims  of  the  plaintiff  denied  ;  but  we  base  our 
decision  upon  different  reasons  from  those  given  by  the  District 
Court.  None  of  the  testimony  produced  upon  the  trial  has  been 
brought  to  this  court,  and  we  have  nothing  but  the  pleadings,  and 
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conclusions  of  f  act^  to  consider.  At  the  time  of  the  tax  sale,  all 
the  rent  had  been  paid.  Curlett  was  under  no  obligations  to  pay 
the  taxes,  or  discharge  the  property  from  the  lien;  and  he  therefore 
had  the  right  to  purchase  the  buildings  at  such  sale,  to  thereafter 
occupy  them  as  his  own,  and  after  such  sale  to  resist  the  recovery 
of  his  former  landford  for  rent,  or  damages  to  the  property.  While 
a  tenant  canLot  dispute  the  title  of  his  landlord  so  long  as  it 
remains  as  it  was  at  the  time  the  tenancy  commenced,  he  may  show 
that  the  title  under  which  he  entered  has  expired,  or  has  been 
extinguished.  When  under  no  obligation  or  duty  to  discharge  the 
taxes  on  the  property,  he  may  purchase  it  at  a  tax  sale  during  his 
term.  Taylor's  Land.  &  Ten.,  §  705;  Sinters  v.  Saltus,  3  Denio, 
214;  Jackson  v.  Rowland,  6  Wend.  666;  Ferguson  v.  Etfer,  21 
Ark.  160;  Beiiisin  v.  Buddy  17  id.  546.  After  the  tax  sale  of  29th 
February,  1876,  the  plaintiff  had  no  interest  in  the  buildings,  and 
the  defendant  was  not  answerable  for  rent  for  his  occupation  or  use 
of  them  to  him. 

Counsel  for  plaintiff  attempts  to  raise  the  question,  that  the  tax 
sale  was  void,  but  suflScient  proceedings  are  not  set  forth  to  bring 
this  matter  under  review.  All  the  presumptions  are  in  favor  of  the 
judgment  of  the  District  Court;  and  upon  the  conclusions  of  fact 
found,  we  must  hold  all  the  tax  proceedings  valid,  and  that  the  tax 
sale  passed  to  the  purchaser  a  good  title.  K  these  proceedings  were 
void  for  any  reason,  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  have 
obtained  findings  of  fact  fairly  presenting  the  alleged  defects.  This 
was  not  done.  That  the  court  below  gave  a  wrong  reason  for  a  right 
decision,  does  not  affect  the  material  rights  of  the  plaintiff,  and  is 
no  cause  for  a  reversal. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Ooort  will  be  aflSrmed,  with  costs. 

AQtiie  justices  concurring. 

Judjfment  affirmed. 
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<64  Mo.  80.) 

OinuUtuHanal  law  —  fxicancy  in  office. 

The  ConBtitQtton  of  Missouri  authorizes  judges  to  hold  office  during  a  fixed 
term,  and  until  their  "  successors  **  are  ^  elected  and  qualified.'"  In  case  of  a 
*•  vacancy  "  by  death,  the  governor  is  to  order  a  new  election.  A,  a  judge, 
was  elected  for  a  term  expiring  on  the  first  Monday  of  January,  1870.  In 
November,  1874,  B  was  elected  as  his  successor,  was  duly  swom»  and  was  a 
person  qualified  for  the  office,  but  two  days  before  the  commencement  of 
his  term  he  died.  EM,  that  A's  right  to  hold  over  ceased  with  B's  qualifl* 
cation  and  did  not  revive  with  his  death,  and  tliat  a  new  election  was  an- 
thorized. 

PROGEEDINQ  to  try  tide  to  office.    The  opinion  stateB  tto 
facts. 

C.  M.  Ndptotiy  for  relator. 

Lay  dt  Belch,  with  John  W.  Booth,  for  respondent 

Henry,  J.  This  is  a  proceeding  by  the  State,  throngli  tiie 
attorney-general,  to  try  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  the  oflBoe  irf 
jndge  of  the  ninth  judicial  circuit. 
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In  November,  1868,  D.  Q.  Gale  and  one  Peter  B.  McCord  were 
candidates  for  judge  of  the  ninth  judicial  circuit.  On  the  first 
Monday  in  January,  1869,  Gale  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  the 
duties  of  the  office,  and  continued  to  discharge  them  until  the  ex- 
piration of  the  term  of  office  commencing  on  that  day.  In  No- 
yember,  1874,  Peter  B.  McCord  was  duly  elected  to  succeed  Gale, 
received  his  commission  from  the  governor,  and  in  December, 
1874,  took  and  subscribed  the  oath  of  office.  On  the  2d  day  of 
January,  1875,  before  his  term  of  office  commenced,  he  departed 
this  life.  The  governor  issued  a  writ  for  an  election  to  be  held  the 
3d  day  of  March,  1875,  to  fill  the  vacancy  which,  in  his  judgment,  the 
death  of  McCord  had  occasioned,  and  respondent  at  that  election 
received  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast,  was  commissioned  and  quali- 
fied, and  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  the  office. 

These  are  the  facts  which  appear  of  record,  and  about  which 
there  is  no  controversy.  The  relator  in  his  information  alleges 
that  said  Gale,  for  his  first  term,  was  duly  elected,  commissioned 
and  qualified. 

The  respondent  in  his  answer  denies  that  Gale  was  elected  or 
commissioned,  or  that  he  took  the  oath  of  office;  and  alleges  that 
he  was  an  intruder  and  usurper,  and  that  his  usurpation  com- 
menced on  the  first  Monday  of  January,  1869,  and  continued  to 
the  first  Monday  of  January,  1875;  admits  that  there  was  an 
election  in  November,  1868,  and  that  Gale  and  McCord  were  can- 
didates, but  alleges  that  McCord  was  then  duly  elected.  He  also 
charges  in  his  answer,  that  at  the  date  of  the  writ  of  election,  '*  a 
vacancy  in  fact  existed  and  that  said  Gale  did  not  in  fact  perform 
nor  claim  to  perform,  nor  assume  to  perform,  nor  claim  the  right 
to  perform  the  duties  of  said  office ;  but  on  the  contrary  had 
wholly  given  up  and  abandoned  said  office,  and  had  engaged  in 
the  practice  of  law,  as  an  attomey-at-law,  in  the  several  Circuit 
Courts  of  the  said  ninth  judicial  district 

To  respondent's  answer  the  relator  filed  a  demurrer,  and  respond- 
ent contends  that  by  the  demurrer  it  is  admitted  that  Gale  usurped 
ftnd  also  that  at  the  date  of  the  writ  of  election  he  had  abandoned 
the  office. 

[Omitting  some  preliminary  questions.] 

Having  disposed  of  these  preliminary  questions,  we  come  now  to 
the  main  question  in  this  case:  Was  there  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of 
judge  of  the  ninth  judicial  district  on  the  first  Monday  in  January, 
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1876  ?    If  there  was,  the  demurrer  must  be  overruled  and  a  judg- 
ment rendered  for  defendant. 

In  November,  1874,  McCord  was  elected.  In  December  follow- 
ing he  received  his  commission,  and  took  and  subscribed  the  pre- 
scribed oath  of  office,  and  on  the  2d  day  of  January,  two  days 
before  the  term  for  which  he  was  elected  commenced,  he  departed 
his  life.  The  Constitution  of  1865,  art.  6,  §  14,  provides  that 
the  circuit  judges  **  shall  be  elected  for  the  term  of  six  years,  but 
may  continue  in  office  until  their  successors  shall  be  elected  and 
qualified."  The  same  section  also  provides  that  "  if  any  vacancy 
shall  happen  in  the  office  of  any  circuit  judge  by  death,  resigna- 
tion, removal  out  of  his  circuit,  or  by  any  disqualification,  the 
governor  shall,  upon  being  satisfied  that  a  vacancy  exists,  issue  a 
writ  of  election  to  fill  such  vacancy." 

We  are  referred  to  the  case  of  the  State  v.  Lusky  supra,  as  an 
authority  in  support  of  the  position  that  the  death  of  McCord 
before  his  term  commenced  created  no  vacancy.  On  the  24th  day 
of  March,  1845,  the  geneml  assembly  passed  an  act  establishing 
the  office  of  public  printer,  and  provided  that  "a  public  printer 
shall  be  elected  at  the  present  session  of  the  general  assembly, 
and  at  every  regular  session  thereafter,  by  joint  vote  of  the  two 
houses;"  that  he  should  hold  his  office  for  "  two  years,  commenc- 
ing on  the  first  of  May  next  thereafter,  and  until  his  successor 
shall  be  elected  and  qualified;  and  that  public  printers  thereafter 
elected  shall  hold  office  for  two  years,  and  until  their  successors 
shall  be  elected  and  qualified."  The  6th  section  provided  that  "if 
the  public  printer  should  die  or  resign,  or  if  from  any  other  cause 
the  office  should  become  vacant,  the  governor  shall  appoint  a 
public  printer,  who  shall  give  bond  and  qualify,  and  shall  hold  his 
office  for  the  same  time  that  the  printer  in  whose  stead  he  shall  be 
appointed  would  have  held. " 

On  the  4th  day  of  February,  1851,  James  Lusk  was  duly  elected 
public  printer,  and  thereupon  gave  bond  and  qualified.  The  gen- 
eral assembly,  which  convened  in  December,  185:^,  failed  to  elect 
a  successor,  and  in  May,  1853,  the  governor  appointed  John  G. 
Tread  way.  It  was  insisted  that  the  failure  of  the  general  assem- 
bly to  elect  created  a  vacancy  which  the  governor  could  fill  by 
appointment,  but  this  court  in  that  case  held  otherwise. 

In  the  case  at  bar  there  was  an  election.  The  successful  candi- 
date, McCord,  received  his  commission  and  took  the  oath  of  office^ 
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The  limit  of  Gale's  term  of  office  fixed  by  the  Constitution  was  six 
yeai*8  from  the  first  Monday  in  January,  1869,  if  a  successor  should 
be  duly  elected  and  qualified.  His  successor  was  duly  elected  and 
qualified.  There  was  no  one  elected  by  the  general  assembly  to 
succeed  Lusk,  and  this  makes  a  material  and  vital  difference 
between  the  two  cases,  and  without  overruling  that  we  may,  in  this 
case,  determine  that  there  was  a  vacancy  created  by  the  death  of 
McCord. 

The  case  of  the  Commonwealth  v.  Hanley,  9  Barr.  513,  is  in 
many  of  its  features  similar  to  this,  and  is  confidently  relied  upon 
by  relator.  Hanley  was  elected  clerk  of  the  orphans'  court  on  the 
second  Tuesday  in  October,  1845,  for  three  years  from  the  first  day 
of  December,  1845,  "  and  until  a  successor  should  be  duly  quali- 
fied." He  qualified  and  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  the  duties 
of  the  office.  On  the  second  Tuesday  in  October,  1848,  one  Brooks 
was  elected  to  succeed  Hanley,  but  died  on  the  7th  day  of  Novem- 
ber following,  within  thirty  days  from  the  day  of  election,  and  by 
the  law  of  that  State  he  could  not  have  qualified  to  fill  the  office 
by  taking  the  necessary  oath,  or  by  giving  bond  within  thirty  days 
from  the  day  of  election. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by  Rogers,  J.,  and  we 
quote  from  that  opinion  so  much  as  we  think  bears  upon  the  ques- 
tions discussed  in  this  case.  "  Was  there  a  successor  duly  quali- 
fied within  the  spirit  of  the  Constitution  ?  is  the  point  on  which  the 
question  mainly  if  not  entirely  depends.  Being  duly  qualified 
in  the  constitutional  sense,  and  in  the  ordinary  acceptation  of  the 
words,  unquestionably  means  that  the  successor  shall  possess 
every  qualification  ;  that  he  shall  in  all  respects  comply  with 
every  requisite,  before  entering  on  the  duties  of  the  office;  that 
in  addition  to  being  elected  by  the  qualified  electors  he  shall  be 
commissioned  by  the  governor,  give  bond  as  required  by  law,  and 
that  he  shall  be  bound  by  oath  or  affirmation  to  support  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  Commonwealth,  and  to  perform  the  duties  of  the 
office  with  fidelity.  Until  all  these  prerequisites  are  complied 
with  by  his  successor  (for  if  you  can  dispense  with  one,  you  can 
dispense  with  all)  the  respondent  is  de  jure  as  well  as  de  facto  the 
clerk  of  the  orphans*  court.'' 

The  words  are  emphatic  and  full  of  meaning.     The  successor 
must  not  only  be  qualified,  but  duly  qualified;  and  qualification 
for  office,  as  defined  by  the  most  approved  lexicographer,  is  "en 
Vol.  XXVir  —  27 
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dowment,  or  accomplishment  that  fits  for  an  office;  having  the  legal 
requisites,  endowed  with  qualities  fit  or  suitable  for  the  purpose." 

If  McCord  had  died  after  his  election  and  before  he  received 
liis  commission  and  qualified^  Commonwealth  v.  Hanley  would 
be  an  authority  direct  to  the  point  that  his  death  created  no  va- 
cancy, and  we  infer  from  the  opinion  of  the  court,  that  if  in  that 
case  Brooks  had  duly  qualified  and  died  before  the  commencement 
of  the  term  for  which  he  was  elected,  the  court  would  have  held 
that  his  death  created  a  vacancy.  Here  it  is  admitted  that  McCord 
was  duly  elected  and  commissioned,  took  and  subscribed  the  pre- 
scribed oath,  was  thirty  years  of  age,  learned  in  the  law,  and  resi- 
dent in  the  ninth  judicial  circuit,  and  was  therefore,  at  his  death, 
**  duly  qualified,"  as  those  words  are  expounded  by  the  learned  judge 
in  CommonweaUh  v.  Hanley. 

By  the  law  of  Pennsylvania,  Brooks  was  not  permitted  to  give 
his  official  bond  or  take  the  oath  of  office  within  thirty  days  after 
his  election,  but  by  §  2,  art.  1,  ch.  4,  Wagn.  Stat.,  it  is  provided 
that  '*each  judge  or  justice  shall,  within  thirty  days  after  the  receipt 
of  his  commission,  and  before  entering  upon  the  duties  of  his  office, 
take  the  oath  of  loyalty  prescribed  by  the  Constitution  of  the  State, 
and  tliat  he  will  faithfully  demean  himself  in  office."  So  that,  tak- 
ing of  the  oath  of  office  by  McCord  was  not  premature,  but  was 
taken  in  compliance  with  the  law. 

There  is  such  a  conflict  between  the  California  cases  which  have 
been  cited,  that  they  are  of  but  little  authority  on  either  side  of 
the  question.  The  earlier  cases  sustain  defendant's  view.  They 
are,  however,  overruled,  in  two  cases  more  recently  decided,  but 
by  a  divided  court,  the  dissenting  judges  adhering  to  the  doctrine 
of  the  former  cases. 

We  have  been  referred  to  cases  in  New  York  and  elsewhere,  in 
which  are  observations  to  the  effect  that  an  office  cannot  be  con- 
sidered vacant  while  there  is  an  incumbent  legally  in  office,  and 
discharging  the  duties  of  the  office,  but  this  we  do  not  controvert, 
and  it  only  brings  us  back  to  the  question,  was  there  an  incum- 
bent of  the  office  of  judge  of  the  ninth  judicial  circuit  when  the 
governor  issued  his  writ  of  election  ?  If  there  was  there  was  no 
vacancy,  and  those  cases  would  be  in  point ;  but  the  very  question 
we  are  discussing  is,  whether  there  was  then  an  incumbent,  and 
this  turns  on  the  meaning  of  the  word  qualified,  as  used  in  om 
Constitution  of  1865.  ' 
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The  case  of  the  State  v.  Hopkins,  10  Ohio  St.  609,  is  so  like  the 
case  we  are  considering  in  its  facts,  and  so  directly  sustains  the 
position  of  the  respondent  on  the  main  question  in  this  case,  that 
we  feel  inclined  to  state  fully  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  so  far  as  it  bears  upon  that  question.  By  the 
statute  of  that  State  the  county  commissioners  were  expressly 
authorized  by  statute  to  appoint  a  county  treasui*er,  whenever 
that  office  became  vacant  '^  by  death,  resignation,  removal,  neg- 
lect to  give  bond,  or  from  any  other  cause.'^  At  the  fall  election 
of  1857  one  Hopkins  was  re-elected  county  treasurer,  and  on  the 
first  Monday  of  June,  1858,  having  been  duly  qualified,  entered 
upon  his  second  term  of  office.  At  the  regular  election  in  the  fall 
of  1859,  Matthias  Rapp  was  duly  elected  to  succeed  Hopkins. 
Afterward,  in  1859,  the  governor  issued  to  said  Rapp  a  commis- 
sion as  county  treasurer,  which  was  transmitted  to  the  county 
clerk.  On  the  27th  day  of  November,  1869,  before  the  com- 
mencement of  his  term,  said  Rapp,  deceased,  having  never,  in  fact, 
received  his  commission.  On  the  first  Monday  of  September,  1860, 
the  day  on  which  the  term  for  which  Rapp  was  elected  commenced, 
the  county  commissioners  appointed  William  Adams  to  fill  the 
vacancy  occasioned  by  the  death  of  Rapp.  Adams  qualified  and 
Hopkins  refused  to  yield  possession  of  the  office. 

The  principal  question  in  that  case,  as  in  this,  was,  whether  the 
death  of  the  officer  elect,  before  his  term  of  office  commenced,  oc- 
casioned a  vacancy.  The  court  in  that  case  says  :  "  By  reason  of 
the  death  of  Matthias  Rapp,  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the 
term  for  which  he  had  been  elected,  there  was  no  person,  on  the 
first  Monday  of  September,  1860,  entitled  to  take  and  hold  the  office 
during  the  regular  statutory  term  commencing  on  that  day.  And 
this  want  of  a  regular  incumbent  for  the  term  occasioned  by  the 
death  of  a  party  who  would  otherwise  have  been  such,  constitutes, 
as  wc  think,  a  vacancy  occasioned  by  death,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.  And  were  it  necessary,  we  shold  hold  that  under  the 
statute  last  cited  the  office  became  vacant  upon  the  failure  of  Rapp 
to  give  bond  and  take  the  oath  of  office.  True,  this  failure  was 
caused  by  the  act  of  Ood,  and  not  by  the  laches  of  the  party,  but 
its  effect  upon  the  office  is  the  same,  whatever  may  have  been  the 
cause. 

''  This  construction  makes  the  legislative  intention  accord  with 
the  constitutional  policy,  by   which  no  person  is  ^eligible  to   the 
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office  of  county  treasurer  for  more  than  four  in  any  period  of  six 
years.' " 

The  last  paragraph  of  the  opinion  we  quote,  because  it  is  urged 
that  the  court  was  controlled  by  this  constitutional  provision  in  its 
conclusion  that  there  was  a  vacancy.  The  court,  on  the  contrary, 
says  with  emphasis,  that  tlie  vacancy  was  occasioned  by  death,  and 
there  is  no  intimation  in  the  opinion  that  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision, which  is  only  incidentally  referred  to,  in  any  manner  in- 
fluenced the  conclusion  which  the  court  arrived  at  in  that  case. 

If  the  death  of  Rapp  occasioned  a  vacancy  in  that,  no  one  would 
contend  that  McCord's  deatli  did  not  occasion  a  vacancy  in  this 
case.  Rapp  had  not  received  his  commission,  had  not  given  his 
official  bond,  had  not  taken  the  oath  of  office,  had  done  nothing 
but  announce  himself  a  candidate,  and  received  a  majority  of  the 
votes  cast,  while  McCord  had  done  all  that  was  required  of  him  by 
the  law,  and  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute. 

The  People  v.  Lord,  9  Mich.  227,  is  another  case  relied  upon  by 
relator,  as  expounding  the  meaning  of  the  word  qualificatton,  in 
favor  of  the  view  taken  by  him. 

The  Constitution  of  Michigan,  under  which  that  case  was 
determined,  provides  **  that  a  judge  of  probate  shall  hold  his  office 
for  four  years,  and  until  his  successor  is  elected  and  qualified."  In 
1860,  North,  then  in  office,  was  re-elected  as  his  own  successor,  for 
the  term  commencing  January  1,  1861.  He  died  November  22, 
1860.  Van  Valkenburg  was  appointed  by  the  governor  to  fill  the 
vacancy,  which  in  his  judgment  had  occurred.  On  the  first  of 
January,  1861,  under  the  impression  that  the  time  for  which  the  ' 
first  appointee,  Van  Valkenburg,  was  appointed,  ended  at  the 
expiry  of  North's  first  term,  the  governor  appointed  Henry  Lord 
for  the  next  term.  It  will  be  observed  that  North  died  in  Novem- 
ber, 1860,  before  the  commencement  of  his  second  term.  It  does 
not  appear  that  after  his  election  he  was  otherwise  qualified  under 
the  law  of  that  State. 

The  case  presents  the  same  material  difference  from  this  case 
that  we  have  noticed  as  distinguishing  the  case  of  The  State  v.  Hop- 
kins, 10  Ohio  St.  509,  and  The  Commonwealth  v.  Hanleyy  9  Barr. 
517,  from  the  case  at  bar. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  The  People  v.  Lord,  the  court  says: 
"  His  (Van  Valkenburg's)  term  of  office  did  not  expire  on  the  1st 
of  January,  1861,  unless  some  one  elected  and  qualified  was  then 
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ready  to  take  the  oflBice."  We  submit  that  the  language  of  the 
court  extends  the  term  beyond  the  time  fixed  by  the  express  words 
of  the  Constitution  of  Pennsylvania.  The  constitutional  limit  was, 
"  until  a  successor  is  elected  and  qualified,"  but  the  court  adds, 
"and  ready  to  take  the  office."  The  construction  of  the  word 
qualified  was  not  directly  before  the  court.  There  had  not  been  an 
election,  and  that,  under  the  law  of  Michigan,  was  decisive  of  the 
question.  There  was  no  question  about  the  qualification  or  what 
amounted  to  qualification  of  one  elected,  for  no  one  had  been 
elected.  We  cannot,  therefore,  regard  it  as  a  direct  authority  on 
the  question,  but  if  it  were,  we  think  that  the  weight  of  authority 
is  against  it  The  law  abhors  vacancies  in  public  offices,  and  great 
precautions  are  taken  to  guard  against  their  occurrence.  The  pol- 
icy of  the  law  is  to  have  some  one  always  in  place  to  discharge  the 
duties  of  public  offices,  and  in  a  doubtful  case  the  construction  of 
a  law  fixing  the  tenure  of  an  office  would  be  greatly  influenced  by 
that  consideration;  but  where,  as  in  this  case,  there  is  a  casus 
omissus  resulting  from  giving  the  language  of  the  law  the  only 
construction  of  which  it  is  fairly  susceptible,  the  courts  must  leave 
it  to  the  law-making  power  to  make  provisions  to  avoid  such  a  conse- 
quence. 

By  the  term  of  the  Constitution,  Gale's  terra  was  to  cease  when 
a  successor  should  be  elected  and  qualified.  His  successor,  McCord, 
was  duly  elected  and  duly  qualified,  and  when  that  occurred  Gale's 
right  to  hold  over  ceased,  and  the  death  of  that  successor,  before  his 
term  commenced,  did  not  revive  a  right  in  Gale  which  ceased  when 
McCord  qualified. 

With  the  concurrence  of  the  other  judges,  the  demurrer  is  over* 
ruled,  and  judgment  for  respondent  Seay. 

Judgment  for  respondent. 
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State  ex  rel.  Bbown  v.  Baebr. 

(64  Mo.  167.) 

Bond  —  suretp  —  signature  of  cosurety  forged. 

The  defendant  signed  an  official  bond  as  surety,  on  the  representation  that 
another  surety,  whose  signature  appeared  thereon,  had  actually  signed  it. 
That  signature  was  a  forgery,  and  the  person  whose  name  had  been  forged 
did  not  communicate  the  fact  to  the  defendant.  The  obligee  was  ignorant  of 
the  condition  on  which  the  defendant  had  signed.  HM^  that  the  defendant 
was  liable.* 

4  CTION  on  a  bond.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

C,  E,  Moorman,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
Crittenden  £  CockrelL  for  defendant  in  error, 

Sherwood,  J.  It  is  not  necessary  to  review  the  action  of  the 
court  in  refusing  to  set  aside  the  judgment  by  default,  since  we  do 
not  regard  the  matter  which  the  affidavits  contain  as  constituting 
any  defense.  The  fact  that  the  name  of  Milly  A.  McFarland,  one 
of  the  apparent  sureties  on  the  administration  bond,  was  forged,  or 
that,  when  informed  of  such  forgery  by  the  administrator,  the  priR- 
cipal  in  the  bond,  after  the  acceptance  of  the  bond  by  the  proper 
officer,  she  did  not  inform  those  who  had  really  signed  the  bond  as 
sureties,  of  the  forgery,  cannot  aflPect  their  previously  incurred  lia- 
bility, or  distinguish  this  case,  in  point  of  principle,  from  that  of 
Tlie  State  v.  Potter,  63  Mo.  212;  21  Am.  Rep.  440;  since  in  this 
case,  as  m  that,  the  bond  was  complete,  and  the  condition  upon 
which  the  sureties  signed  unknown  to  the  officers,  and  equally 
broken;  in  the  former  case,  by  failing  to  obtain  the  signature  of  a 
certain  person  as  co-surety;  in  the  latter,  by  a  like  failure,  coupled 
with  the  forgery  of  the  name  of  the  promised  pereon. 

We  are  unable,  therefore,  to  make  any  substantial  distinction 
between  the  two  cases,^  and  shall  affirm  the  judgment.  The  other 
judges  concur. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

•See  GuQd  ▼.  Thomas  (54  Ala.  414), »  Am.  Bep.  70B,  and  note,  709;  HoSt.  Partter  (fi 
lllRh.  600),  28  Am.  Rep.  540. 
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RlTTBNHOlTSB  V.    AMMBRMAK. 

(64  Ma  197.) 

PromM$orjf  note — executed  by  exeeutor  —  descripHo  permmm. 

An  executor,  for  an  expense  connected  with  his  trust,  executed  a  promissory 
note  in  the  ordinary  form,  on  interest,  adding  to  his  signature  the  words, 
''executor  of,"  etc  HeldyWitX  the  executor  was  liable  individually,  and 
not  in  his  representative  capacity,  on  the  note.* 

A  GTION  on  a  promissory  note.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

Lay  £  Belch y  for  appellant.  There  was  no  personal  liability  on 
the  note.  Bank  of  Troy  v.  Topping,  9  Wend.  273 ;  13  id.  557. 
See  2  Will,  on  Ex'rs,  1610;  Ten  Eyck  v.  Vanderpoel,  8  Johns.  120; 
Schoonmahery.  Roosa,  17  id.  301;  Cobb  v.  Page,  17  Penn.St.(5 
Har.)  469;  Beall  £  Co.  v.  Ridgeway,  18  Ala.  117. 

4.  P.  Rittenhouse,  for  respondent. 

NoRTOK,  J.  The  defendant  in  this  case  was  the  execntorof  one 
James  Johnson,  deceased,  and  as  such  he  procured  Johnson  and 
Rittenhouse,  who  were  engaged  in  publishing  a  newspaper,  to  pub- 
lish notices  for  the  sale  of  his  testator's  land,  and  afterward  executed 
and  delivered  three  several  negotiable  notes,  payable  to  said  John- 
son and  Rittenhouse,  for  such  publication.  The  plaintiff,  as  admin- 
istrator of  the  partnership  estate  of  Johnson  and  Rittenhouse, 
instituted  suit  on  said  notes  against  defendant  Ammerman,  and 
obtained  judgment  against  him.  On  the  trial  it  was  admitted  that 
the  estate  of  James  Johnson  was  insolvent,  and  objection  was  made 
to  the  introduction  of  the  notes  in  evidence,  which  was  overiniled, 
and  judgment  rendered  against  defendant  de  bonis  propriis. 

The  questions  presented  for  determination  are:  First,  is  the 
defendant  liable  in  his  individual  or  representative  capacity,  and  if 
liable,  is  there  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  the  promise  to 
pay? 

The  individual  liability  of  defendant  is  in  a  great  measure  to  be 
determined  from  the  character  of  the  notes  themselves.     The  fol- 


•8ee  Powen  t.  Briggn  (79  m.  493),  22  Am.  Rep.  176,  aod  oote,  17ft. 
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lowing  is  a  copy  of  one  of  them,  the  other  two  being  like  it  in  all 
respects  except  as  to  date,  amount,  and  time  of  payment. 

«  $15.00.  Vienna,  Mo.,  June  13M,  1874. 

Three  months  after  date  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  Johnson 
and  Rittenhouse  the  sum  of  fifteen  dollars  for  value  received,  nego- 
tiable and  payable  without  defalcation  or  discount,  and  with  inter- 
est from  date,  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per  annum,  and  if  the 
interest  be  not  paid  annually,  to  become  as  principal  and  bear  the 
same  rate  of  interest. 

•*  P.  H.  Ammebmak, 
"  Executor  of  last  will  of  James  Johnson,  deceased.^' 

It  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  an  administrator  can  maintain 
an  action  in  his  own,  individual  name,  on  a  note  made  payable  to 
him  *'as  administrator,  etc.,"  or  "as  executor,  etc.;"  the  words 
"  administmtor,  etc.,"  being  mere  words  descriptive  of  his  office 
or  title  to  be  rejected  as  surplusage  or  as  descriptio  personcB, 

No  reason  is  perceived  why  this  rule  of  construction  should  be 
departed  from  in  the  present  instance,  especially  when  the  notes 
themselves  contain  no  words  indicating  an  intention  or  purpose  to 
charge  the  assets  of  the  intestate  with  their  payment.  If  such  had 
been  tlie  intention  of  the  parties,  or  the  maker  of  the  note,  it  could 
easily  have  been  expressed  on  the  face  of  the  paper,  and  in  the 
absence  of  such  an  expression  it  cannot  be  inferred. 

The  notes  show  that  the  amounts  named  therein  were  to  be  paid 
at  a  future  day  with  a  rate  of  interest  agreed  upon,  with  which  the 
defendant  had  no  right  in  his  capacity  of  executor  to  charge  the 
estate,  by  his  own  personal  obligation.  Such  a  writing  from  these 
facts  alone  appearing  upon  it  might  well  be  construed  to  be  the 
personal  undertaking  of  the  executor.  2  Will,  on  Ex'i's  1613. 
If  the  notes  are  to  be  regarded  as  the  individual  notes  of  the  defend"- 
ant,  then  it  is  said  the  promise  to  pay  is  without  consideration. 
The  notes  import  a  consideration,  and  it  was  for  the  defendant  to 
show  that  they  were  given  without  consideration.  For  this  pur- 
pose it  would  have  been  competent  for  defendant  to  show  that,  at  the 
time  the  notices  were  published  by  Johnson  and  Rittenhouse  at  his 
request,  the  estate  alone  was  to  be  looked  to  for  the  work  done, 
and  in  the  absence  of  such  proof  the  publisher  might  well  look  to 
him  for  payment,  and  his  promise  to  pay  would  be  supported  by 
fufficient  consideration. 
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It  is  said  in  1  Pars,  on  Bills,  161,  that  an  administrator  can  only 
bind  himself  by  his  contracts;  he  cannot  bind  the  assets  of  the 
deceased.  If  he  make,  indorse,  or  accept  negotiable  paper,  he  will 
be  personally  liable  even  if  he  adds  to  his  own  name  the  name  of  his 
office,  as  signing  for  example:  "  A,  as  an  executor  of  B,"  for  this 
will  be  only  part  of  his  description,  or  will  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 
But  if  he  choose  to  exclude  his  personal  liability  expressly  as  by  the  < 
words,  "I  promise  to  pay  out  of  the  assets  of  C.  D.  and  not  other- 
wise, then  he  is  only  bound  as  far  as  the  assets  extend. '*  In  the 
case  at  bar  the  executor  could  have  limited  his  liability  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debt  out  of  the  assets  of  the  estate.  This,  however, 
he  has  not  done  and  the  contract  must  be  enforced  as  he  has  made 
it,  and  under  it  the  only  judgment  which  could  have  been  rendered 
was  a  judgment  de  bonis  propriis. 

In  the  case  of  Wooldridge  v.  Draper,  15  Mo.  327.  an  analogous 
principle  is  recognized.  It  is  there  held  that  when  an  administra- 
tor sues  upon  a  contract  where  the  cause  of  action  accrued  to  the 
intestate  during  his  life-time,  and  fails  in  the  action,  the  judgment 
for  costs  will  be  de  bonis  testatoris  ;  but  where  the  cause  of  action 
accrues  to  the  administrator  after  the  death  of  the  intestate,  and  he 
sues  and  fails  to  recover,  judgment  for  costs  will  be  rendered  against 
him  de  bonis  propriis  in  his  personal  character.  In  such  case,  how- 
ever, on  a  proper  showing  to  the  probate  court  having  the  estate  in 
charge,  he  may  be  allowed  his  costs  out  of  the  assets  of  the  estate. 
So  in  the  case  at  bar  Johnson  and  Rittenhouse,  the  publishers,  had 
a  right  to  look  to  the  executor  for  the  costs  of  publishing  the 
notices,  and  the  executor  a  right  to  look  to  the  assets  of  the  testa- 
tor. In  this  particular  the  case  we  are  considering  is  distinguish- 
able from  the  cases  to  which  we  have  been  cited;  for  in  most  of 
them  the  promise  of  the  executor  or  administrator  related  to  the 
payment  of  debts  created  by  the  testator  or  intestate  in  his  life-time, 
and  in  such  cases  it  has  been  held  where  there  were  neither  assets, 
nor  forbearance  on  the  part  of  the  creditor,  the  promise  could  not 
be  enforced  for  want  of  consideration. 

We  think  the  judgment  on  the  facts  of  the  case  was  rendered  for 
the  right  party  and  it  will  therefore  be  affirmed,  which  by  the  con 
cnrrence  of  the  other  judges  is  hereby  done. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
Vol.  XX  VII  — 28 
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Ex  PARTB  JiLZ. 
<M  Mo.  206.) 

HabeM  corpus  —  r&arreH. 

A  discharge  on  habeas  corpus  is  oondosive  and  not  appealable,  and  the  prl» 
oner  cannot  be  arrested  again  for  the  same  oflfonse. 


H 


ABEA8  CORPUS.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 


CJias.  P.  Johnson  and  K  B.  WiUon^  for  respondent,  cited  Tai6$ 
V.  Lansing,  9  Johns.  395;  Yates  v.  Peophy  6  id.  335;  Case  of  TaU^ 
4  id.  318;   Yafe.s  v.  Lanstfig,  5  id.  282. 

C.  O.  Simmons,  with  R.  S.  McDonald,  for  petitioner. 

Norton,  J.  The  petitioner,  on  the  12th  of  August,  1876,  was 
tried  in  the  St.  Louis  court  of  criminal  correction  and  was  con- 
victed of  criminal  abortion,  and  was  sentenced  by  said  court  to 
imprisonment  in  the  St.  Louis  county  jail  for  the  term  of  one  year 
and  to  the  payment  of  a  fine  of  $500.  Under  said  sentence  he  was 
committed  to  the  jail  of  said  county,  and  there  remained  until  the 
22d  day  of  August,  1876,  when  he  applied  to  James  J.  Lindley, 
a  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  St  Louis  county,  for  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  which  was  by  said  judge  issued,  and  on  a  hearing  of 
the  same  the  said  Jilz  was  discharged  from  his  said  imprisonment 
on  the  same  day,  on  the  ground  that  the  court  of  criminal  correc- 
tion had  exceeded  its  power  in  sentencing  him,  Jilz,  to  confinement 
in  the  county  jail  of  St.  Louis  county  for  one  year,  and  that  the 
sentence  under  it  and  the  commitment  were  void.  After  said  Jilz 
was  thus  discharged,  he  was  again,  on  the  29th  day  of  September, 
1876,  re-committed  to  the  jail  of  St.  Louis  county  on  a  re-issue  of 
the  same  commitment  upon  which  he  was  originally  imprisoned, 
and  from  which  he  had  been  discharged  by  Judge  Lindley  : 

Petitioner  Jilz  now  seeks  to  be  discharged  from  this  last  impria* 
onment  on  the  following  grounds: 

1st.  Because  the  judgment  and  sentence  of  said  court  of  crimi- 
nal correction  was  void,  in  this,  that,  under  the  law  applicable  tA 
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St.  Louis  county,  said  court  only  had  jurisdiction  to  sentence  him 
to  an  imprisonment  for  the  period  of  six  months  in  the  city  work- 
house of  the  city  of  St.  Louis; 

2d.  Because  having  been  once  discharged  on  Jiabeas  corpus  by 
Judge  LiNDLEY,  who  had  power  to  hear  and  determine  the  legality 
of  his  imprisonment,  his  re-arrest  and  re- imprisonment  on  the  re- 
issue of  the  same  commitment  were  illegal  and  void. 

If  the  second  reason  assigned  by  petitioner  for  his  discharge  be 
well  founded,  it  will  dispense  with  a  consideration  of  the  first.  Our 
attention  will  therefore  be  directed  to  it. 

It  is  not  denied  but  that  Judge  Lindley  had  the  legal  right  to 
issue  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  which  was  issued  by  him  on  the 
26th  day  of  August,  1876.  If  the  circuit  judge  had  power  to  issue 
the  writ — which  is  conceded  —  such  judge  acquired  jurisdiction 
over  the  subject-matter,  when  the  office  of  the  writ  had  been  par- 
tially performed,  in  bringing  before  him  the  prisoner  with  the  cause 
of  his  detention  and  imprisonment. 

In  the  case  of  Martin  v.  77ie  State,  12  Mo.  474,  where  one  Jack- 
son was  imprisoned  by  virtue  of  an  indictment  found  in  the  crimi- 
nal court  of  St  Louis  county,  and  not  having  been  brought  to  trial 
at  the  end  of  the  second  term  after  the  indictment  was  found,  he 
was  discharged  on  habeas  corpus  by  a  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
St  Louis  county  from  his  imprisonment  Martin,  the  jailer,  having 
him  in  custody,  was  ordered  by  the  criminal  court  to  retain  Jack- 
son in  custody  to  answer  the  indictment,  but  disregarded  the  order 
of  the  criminal  court  and  discharged  Jackson  in  obedience  to  the 
order  of  the  circuit  judge.  Martin  was  fined  for  contempt  in  dis- 
obeying the  order  of  the  criminal  court,  and  appealed  to  this  court 
from  the  judgment  imposing  the  fine.  In  the  disposition  of  the 
case  it  became  necessary  to  consider  the  action  of  the  circuit  judge 
in  discharging  Martin,  and  Judge  Ryland,  speaking  for  the  court, 
observed:  "  The  St  Louis  Circuit  Court,  and  the  judge  thereof,  in 
vacation,  had  the  power  to  grant  and  issue  the  writ  This  gives 
to  such  court  or  judge  jurisdiction  over  the  matter;  and  though 
thdttatute  expressly  declares  that  '  no  person  imprisoned  on  an 
indictment  found  in  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or  by 
virtue  of  any  process  or  commitment  to  enforce  such  indictment, 
can  be  discharged  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  but  may  be 
let  to  bail  if  the  offense  be  bailable,  and  if  the  offense  be  not  bail- 
able be  shall  be  remanded  forthwith,'  yet  this  section  does  not  take 
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away  the  jurisdiction,  but  orders  and  directs  what  shall  be  done. 
A  circuit  judge,  therefore,  discharging  against  this  provision  of 
the  statute,  may  be  considered  as  acting  indiscreetly,  even  errone- 
ously. Yet  having  jurisdiction  over  the  subject,  his  order  dis- 
charging must  be  considered  a  justification  to  the  jailer  in  tuniing 
out  the  prisoner.  *  ♦  *  ♦  The  circuit  judge  having  authority 
to  issue  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  (and  this  point  the  attorney  for 
the  State  in  his  brief  admits,  but  contends  that  all  the  subsequent 
acts  of  the  judge  are  not  only  against  but  beyond  his  jurisdiction 
and  are  utterly  void),  his  act  afterward  in  discharging  Jackson,  the 
prisoner,  although  it  may  have  been  erroneous  and  contrary  to  law, 
yet  it  could  not  be  said  to  be  an  act  coram  non  judicey 

So,  also,  in  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Page,  49  Mo.  291,  it  was  held 
by  this  court  **  that  Page,  who  had  been  convicted  of  grand  lar- 
ceny and  sentenced  to  the  penitentiary  for  ten  years,  was  entitled 
to  his  discharge  on  proceeding  by  habeas  corpus ,  on  the  ground 
that  the  judgment  of  the  court  sentencing  him  to  ten  years  was 
void,  because  the  highest  punishment  under  the  law  was  seven 
years  for  such  offense.'' 

Judge  LiXDLEY,  of  the  Circuit  Court,  having  thus  acquired 
jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  subject-matter,  was  authorized  and 
required  to  determine  the  question  as  to  the  legality  of  the  impris- 
onment, and  whether  he  decided  erroneously  or  not  is  immaterial, 
the  discharge  of  the  prisoner  being  in  favor  of  personal  liberty  is 
final  and  conclusive.  In  proceedings  by  habeas  corpus  this  court 
only  exercises  original  jurisdiction,  and,  in  issuing  the  writ  and 
determining  the  questions  arising  under  it,  possesses  no  more 
power  than  is  possessed  by  a  circuit  or  county  court,  or  any  judge 
or  oflBcer  authorized  by  law  to  issue  the  writ  and  authorized  to  re- 
mand, admit  to  bail  or  discharge  the  prisoner,  according  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  case. 

In  the  case  of  Hotoe  v.  Tlie  StatCy  9  Mo.  690,  it  was  held  that  an 
appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  refusing  to  discharge 
a  prisoner  on  Juibms  corpus,  would  not  lie  to  this  court. 

In  case  of  Bx  parte  Toney,  11  Mo.  662,  it  was  also  held  that^  in 
deciding  on  the  propriety  of  discharging  a  prisoner  on  Jiaben.'i 
corpus  this  court  exercises  no  appellate  jurisdiction." 

It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  if  a  judgment  of  a  Circuit  Court 
refusing  to  discharge  a  prisoner  was  conclusive,  or  not  subject  to 
be  reviewed  on  appeal,  a  judgment  of  a  court  or  judge  discharging 


Digitized  by 


Google 


OCTOBER  TERM,  1876.  221 

Ex  parte  Jilz. 

a  prisoner  ought  in  like  manner  to  be  conclnsiYe,  especially  when 
the  statute  expressly  provides  that  "  no  person  who  has  been  dis- 
charged by  the  order  of  any  court  or  magistrate  upon  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  issued  pursuant  to  this  chapter,  shall  be  again  im- 
prisoned, restrained  and  kept  in  custody  for  the  same  cause,**  etc. 
Gen.  Stat  629,  §  55. 

The  case  of  Yates,  4  Johns.  318,  is  very  analogous  in  some  of  its 
features  to  the  case  at  bar,  and  the  questions  involved  were  most 
ably  and  thoroughly  discussed.  Yates  was  committed  to  jail  by  a 
court  of  chancery  for  contempt  of  court.  He  applied  to  Justice 
Spencer  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  was  by  him  discharged. 
After  he  was  discharged  the  court  of  chancery  ordered  his  arrest 
and  imprisonment  on  the  same  charge.  He  applied  to  Justice  Spen- 
cer again  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  was  again  by  him  dis- 
charged. After  this  discharge  he  was  again  arrested  and  im- 
prisoned on  the  order  of  the  chancery  court  on  the  same  charge. 
An  application  was  subsequently  made  to  the  Supreme  Court  by 
Yates  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  which  was  granted,  and  after  a 
full  hearing  the  prisoner  was  remanded  to  custody.  He  then  sued 
out  a  writ  of  error,  and  the  case  was  heard  by  the  Court  of  Errors, 
and  is  reported  in  6  Johns.  337.  The  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  4  Johns,  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Errors  and  the  pris- 
oner discharged. 

Clinton,  who  delivered  the  opinion,  concurred  in  by  a  majority 
of  the  court,  considered  the  following  points  with  others  : 

1st  Whether  a  judge  in  vacation  had  jurisdiction  in  the  case  ? 

2d.  Whether  a  person  discharged  on  a  habeas  corpus  can  be  re- 
imprisoned  for  the  same  offense  : 

In  passing  upon  the  two  points,  he  observes  :  "A  judge  is  cer- 
tainly constituted  a  tribunal  to  pronounce  upon  the  legality  of  a 
commitment.  He  is  not  to  intermeddle  when  the  prisoner  is  a 
convict  or  in  execution  by  legal  process  —  when  he  is  detained  by 
legal  processes  —  out  of  criminal  courts  for  some  matter  or  offense 
not  bailable.  Jf  a  prisoner  is  brought  before  a  judge  on  habeas 
corpus,  who  is  to  determine  on  the  legality  of  a  commitment  ?  Is 
he  to  take  it  for  granted  that  every  commitment  of  every  court 
and  magistrate  for  offenses  not  bailable  is  legal,  and  to  remand 
the  prisoner  accordingly  ?  Will  not  this  render  the  habeas  corpus 
act  of  little  value,  and  circumscribe  its  operation  in  a  most  per- 
nicious manner  ?    The  judge  has  jurisdiction,  and*  if  be  has  juris- 
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diction,  his  judgment  may  be  erroneous,  but  it  cannot  be  void. 
If  he  decides  that  the  process  ia  illegal,  he  may  err,  and  so  may  all 
courts,  but  erroneous  judgments  are  not  void  but  voidable.  If, 
then,  the  judge  had  jurisdiction  in  the  cause,  whether  he  decided 
erroneously  or  not,  is  immaterial ;  his  discharge  being  in  favor  of 
personal  liberty  is  final  and  conclusive.  He  is,  in  that  respect,  a 
court  of  dernier  resort."  He  also  observes  in  speaking  of  the  pro- 
vision of  the  statute  of  New  York,  similar  to  our  own,  "  that  no 
person  who  shall  be  set  at  large  upon  any  habeas  corpus  shall  again 
be  imprisoned  for  the  same  offense,  unless  by  the  legal  order  or 
process  of  the  court  wherein  he  is  bound  by  recognizance  to  appear, 
or  other  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  cause. 

This  provision  appears  to  set  this  branch  of  the  inquiry  at  rest. 
It  is  the  same  as  in  the  English  statute,  and  evidently  refers,  when 
speaking  of  the  court  where  the  prisoner  is  bound  to  appear  or  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  to  the  case  of  persons  bound 
to  appear  and  answer  for  crimes  in  criminal  courts.  If  the  right 
of  the  imprisonment  is  sustained  in  other  cases,  the  benefits  of  the 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  may  be  greatly  evaded  if  not  completely  nulli- 
fied. I  consider  it,  therefore,  of  great  importance  to  personal 
liberty  to  resist  this  extraordinary  doctrine.  Abuses  may  indeed 
occur  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  a  judge  under  the  habeas 
corpus  act,  but  if  he  errs  in  favor  of  personal  liberty,  he  errs  on  the 
safe  side,  and  his  decision  ought  not  to  be  called  in  question. 
That  any  re-commitment  in  this  case  is  illegal,  I  think  cannot 
be  doubted.  The  prisoner  was  discharged  from  custody,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  Supreme  Coui*t  remanding  him  to  imprisonment 
was  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Errors. 

The  conclusion  arrived  at  in  the  case  of  Yates  was  reached  after 
a  most  thorough  and  searching  investigation  by  some  of  the  ablest 
and  most  learned  judges  of  that  day,  ^nd  commends  itself  to  our 
favorable  consideration  as  being  in  consonance  with  the  justice  of 
the  case  and  sound  logic.  In  the  light,  therefore,  of  the  cases 
above  cited,  as  well  as  the  provisions  of  our  statute  regulating  pi-o- 
ceedings  of  this  character,  and  expressly  prohibiting  the  re-arrest 
and  re-commitment  of  a  prisoner  after  being  discharged  by  a  court 
or  officer  having  jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  authority  to  act  in 
regard  to  the  subject-matter,  the  re-arrest  and  re-commitment  of 
Jilz  by  the  St  Louis  court  of  criminal  correction  was  unauthorized 
and  his  imprisonment  thereunder  illegal.  It  is  no  argument  against 
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this  conclusion  to  say  that  a  judge  or  oflficer  authorized  to  issue 
this  writ  of  right  may  commit  a  mistake  and  release  from  confine- 
ment a  citizen  who  ought  not  to  be  released.  Under  any  system 
of  jurisprudence,  no  matter  how  perfect  and  complete  it  may  be, 
mistakes  will  sometimes  be  made  and  errors  committed.  Questions 
of  law  or  fact,  whether  the  determination  of  them  be  confided  to 
the  court  or  jury,  owing  to  the  imperfections  incident  to  all  human 
reasoning,  are  often  improperly  and  erroneously  determined,  yet 
when  they  are  determined  by  those  who  are  by  law  intrusted  with 
their  determination,  that  is  an  end  of  the  matter.  If,  even,  as  in 
this  case,  a  person  convicted  of  a  misdemeanor,  brutal  in  its  char- 
acter, and  which  shocks  the  moral  sense  of  the  whole  community, 
should  bo  entitled  to  his  discharge  by  reason  of  any  error  committed, 
it  is  better  that  it  should  be  so  than  that  a  principle  should  be  recog- 
nized or  a  rule  laid  down  which  would  practically  render  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  a  nullity,  and  bring  into  constant  danger  and  peril 
the  liberty  of  the  citizen. 

[Omitting  some  unimportant  remarks.] 

For  the  reasons  expressed  herein,  we  think  the  prisoner  is  entitled 
to  a  discharge  from  the  imprisonment  of  which  he  complains,  and 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  other  judges  will  be  so  ordered. 

Henry,  J.  1  fully  and  heartily  concur  in  the  foregoing  able  opin- 
ion, and  liold  that  the  judgment  of  Judge  Lindley,  discharging 
Jilz  from  tlie  custody  of  the  jailer,  was  final  and  conclusive,  and 
that  neither  the  court  of  criminal  coiTcction,  nor  any  other  court 
in  the  State  could  re-commit  him  on  the  original  sentence. 

The  position  of  the  counsel  for  the  State,  and  the  ground  neces- 
sarily taken  by  any  one  holding  that  the  action  of  the  court  of 
criminal  correction  was  proper,  is  that,  although  the  statute  author- 
ized Judge  Lindley  to  issue  the  writ,  and  when  Jilz  was  brought 
before  him  he  acquired  jurisdiction  of  his  person  and  of  the  cause, 
yet  he  had  no  jurisdiction  to  discharge  him,  unless  he  should  de- 
cide properly  the  legal  questions  involved.  In  other  words,  if  the 
sentence  pronounced  by  the  court  of  criminal  correction  was  right. 
Judge  Lindley  had  jurisdiction  to  re-commit,  but  none  to  dis- 
charge Jilz,  and  Judge  CADYhad  the  right,  and  it  became  his  duty 
to  disregard  the  order  of  discharge  and  re-commit  him. 

In  the  Matter  of  DaCostay  1  Park.  Crim.  Cas.  129,  it  was  held  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York^  that  *'  the  principle  of  res  adju* 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


i24  MISSOlKl, 


Ex  parte  Jilz. 


(licata  is  applicable  to  proceedings  \\\)0\\  habeaa  corpus,^^  That  was 
a  case  in  whicli  the  petitioners  had  been  remanded  to  the  custody 
of  the  iKjrson  who  held  them,  bnt  the  principle  of  that  is  none  the 
less  applicable  to  this  case.  Our  statute  gives  the  prisoner  this 
writ  as  often  as  he  may  find  a  court  or  officer  superior  to  the  one 
to  whom  he  last  made  his  application,  authorized  to  issue  it.  In 
his  petition  he  is  required  to  state,  **  that  no  application  for  the 
relief  sought  has  been  made  to  or  refused  by  any  court,  officer  or 
officers,  superior  to  the  one  to  whom  the  petition  is  presented." 

In  the  case  of  DaCosta,  supra,  the  observation  of  Senator  Paige 
is  quoted  and  approved  that  *Mf  a  final  adjudication  upon  a  habeas 
corpus  is  not  to  be  deemed  res  adjudicata  the  consequence  will  be 
lamentable.  This  favored  writ  will  become  an  engine  of  oppres- 
sion instead  of  a  writ  of  liberty." 

In  the  same  case  {Mercein  v.  People  ex  rel.  Barry,  25  Wend. 
(I-t)  the  chancellor  delivering  the  opinion  also  held  that  **  the  prin- 
ciple of  res  adjndicata  was  applicable  to  a  proceeding  upon  habeas 
corpus.'^ 

Neither  the  Court  of  Appeals  nor  the  Supreme  Court  exercises 
appellate  jurisdiction  when  it  issues  this  writ,  and  its  judgment,  in 
this  proceeding,  is  of  no  more  force  or  validity  than  that  of  a  jus- 
tice of  the  county  court,  or  a  circuit  judge. 

In  Fx  parte  Toney,  II  Mo.  662,  Judge  Naptox  observed  that  "in 
deciding  on  the  propriety  of  dischavgin  g  a  ^i'hoi\er  on  habeas  corpus, 
this  court  exercises  no  appellate  jurisdiction.  In  the  exercise  of  this 
power  it  is  confined  within  the  same  limits  which  would  restrain 
a  judge  of  the  circuit  or  county  court  in  its  exercise.  It  can 
give  no  other  or  greater  relief  than  is  afforded  by  these  officers.  If 
the  idea  of  all  appellate  jurisdiction  is  discarded,  it  will  be  obvious 
that  neither  this  court,  nor  any  other  court  nor  officer,  can  inves- 
tigate the  legality  of  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction by  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus.  If  the  court  has  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter  and  of  the  person,  although  its  proceedings 
may  be  irregular  or  erroneous,  yet  they  cannot  be  set  aside  in  this 
proceeding.  The  party  must  resort  to  his  writ  of  error,  or  other 
direct  remedy,  to  reverse  or  set  aside  the  judgment,  for  in  all  col- 
lateral proceedings  it  will  be  held  to  be  conclusive." 

The  court  held  in  that  case  that  Toney  was  not  entitled  to  his 
discharge,  and  remanded  him  to  the  custody  of  the  warden  of  the 
penitentiary  ;  but  suppose  it  had  determined  otherwise,  was  there 
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tf/Jf  axithority  in  the  court,  iu  which  Toney  was  convicted  and  sen- 
^e4ice<i,  to  re-commit  him,  in  defiance  of  the  mandate  of  this  court 
whetHer  it  erred  or  not  ?  Could  the  inferior  court  have  reviewed 
and.  ro versed  the  judgment  of  this  court?  When  the  court  says  : 
*'  -^Itlxough  its  proceedings  (])roceedings  of  the  court  in  which  the 
con  viotion  was  had)  may  be  irregular  or  erroneous,  yet  they  cannot 
be  set  aside  in  this  proceeding,"  it  was  not  passing  upon  the  effect 
^^  ^  jiadgment  upon  a  habeds  corpus  discharging  the  prisoner,  but 
annoiancing  a  rule  by  which  courts,  or  officers  issuing  the  writ, 
snonlcj^  be  guided  in  determining  what  judgment  to  render. 

^^    tie  doctrine  of  the  Toney  case  be  correct,  and  we  fully  indorse 

^^^  thc^  court  of  criminal  correction,  if  Jilz  had  sued  out  his  writ 

^^thiQ  court  instead  of   the  Circuit  Court,  and  been  discharged, 

could     have  re-committed  him,  and  repeated  the  commitment  as 

oitexi    »s  any  court  should,  on  habeas  corpus,  order  his  discharge, 

unless  such  order  regularly  issued  were  a  finality.     If  we  now  dis- 

cha-r-^e  Jilz,  what  is  to  hinder  the  court  of  criminal  correction  from 

re-c5oxicimitting  him,  if    the   doctrine  contended  for  be  the  law? 

^^d    if  this  be  the  law,  of  what  value  is  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus? 

^^^^    j  ndge  of  the  court,  acting  in  a  judicial  capacity,  would  not 

^  li*fc.l)le  to  the  penalty  prescribed  by  the  statute,  and  if  he  were, 

what   is  the  penalty  a  hundred  times  recovered,  in  comparison  of 

t"*^  l>ersonal  liberty  of  a  citizen? 

-^*-^t,  it  may  be  said,  a  county  court  justice  may  issue  the  writ 
aad  discharge  one  convicted  of  a  felony,  and  sentenced  to  the  peni- 
tentiary, by  a  Circuit  Court.  If  this  be  so,  the  mistake  was  in 
authorizing  such  inferior  courts  to  issue  this  writ,  but  far  better 
were  it  that  nine  hundred  and  ninety-nine  of  every  thousand 
guilty  ijieQ  should  escape  under  this  process,  than  that  a  writ,  which 
'^  th.e  past  has  accomplished  so  much  for  personal  liberty,  should 
^  rendered  inefficacious  by  judicial  construction  or  legislative 
eoactttient. 

^^  is   the  most  celebrated  writ  known  to  our  law,  and  has  received 

»>a.cli  encomiums  as  have  been  pronounced  upon  no  other  judicial 

process  belonging  to  ours  or  any  other  system  of   jurisprudence. 

^^ig-fn  is  so  far  back  in  antiquity  that  its  date  cannot  now  be 

f^^^^^ined.     It  is  older  than  Magna  Charta,  and  for  centuries  has 

, .  ^  t^el<j  by  Englishmen  as  the  bmlwark  of  their  liberty,  and  is  so 

^^*y  esteemed  by  the  people  of   the  United  States  that  it  has 

^^  ^*»xl)almed  in  the  Federal  Constitution,  and  in  the  Constitu- 
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tion  of  every  State  in  the  Union;  and  yet  if  the  position  of  the 
counsel  for  the  State  be  correct,  it  is  of  less  value  than  a  writ,  of 
replevin,  or  a  fieri  facias  ;  for  these  do  whau  they  are  de3igned  ta 
accomplish,  while  an  inferior  court  can  set  at  naught  the  judg- 
ment of  the  highest  judicial  tribunal  of  the  land  discharging  one 
restrained  of  his  liberty,  and  the  victim  of  judicial  oppression  has 
no  remedy  but  to  resort  again  to  his  habeas  corpus^  again  to  be  com- 
mitted if  such  inferior  court  shall  deem,  or  feign  to  believe,  the 
judgment  discharging  him  erroneous.  With  what  propriety  could 
it  be  denominated  **  the  great  writ  of  liberty,"  if  this  be  the  law? 
When,  then,  would  a  citizen  illegally  restrained  of  his  liberty  get 
his  final  discharge  on  a  habeas  corpus. 

This  is  no  time  to  compare  the  efficacy  of  this  writ  Now,  more 
than  ever  before,  should  we  be  careful  to  preserve  the  "  this  dearest 
birthright  of  Britons,''  as,  more  than  a  century  ago,  it  was  char- 
acterized by  the  English  colonists  in  America.  No  prison  walls 
should  be  strong  enougli,  against  its  mandate,  to  hold  one  for 
whom  it  issues,  nor  any  judge  or  court  too  great  to  bow  in  submis- 
sion to  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  proceeding  by  a  tribunal 
authorized  to  issue  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 

I  think  that  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to  his  discharge. 


TUENEB  V.  BaKBB. 

(64  Mo.  218.) 
Practical  location  qf  boundaries. 

Where  the  division  line  between  two  adjoining  estates  is  indefinite  or  nnas* 
certained,  the  owners  may  efTectually  agree  upon  the  true  boundary,  and 
the  line  thus  ascertained  will  control  their  deeds. 

A  Jury  may  infer  a  practical  location  of  a  disputed  boundary  line  by  agree- 
ment, from  long  acquiescence,  less  than  the  period  necessary  to  constitute 
adverse  possession,  and  from  acts  and  declarations  of  the  parties.  (8se  noU, 
p,  2S9.) 

EJECTMENT.    The  opinion  states  the  faots.     Defendant  had 
judgment,  and  plaintiff  appealed. 


Olover  i&  Shephy,  for  appellant- 
B.  A.  Hilly  for  respondents. 
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Hough,  J.  This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought  by  the  plain- 
tiff against  the  defendant,  in  Januar}%  1865,  to  recover  possession 
of  a  lot  of  ground  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  being  part  of  what  was 
known  as  the  Glamorgan  field  lot,  in  the  St.  Louis  common  fields, 
and  lying  between  Thirteenth  and  Fourteenth  streets,  on  the  north 
side  of  Washington  avenue,  with  a  front  of  seventy-five  feet  on 
said  avenue,  and  a  depth  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  feet 

The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty  and  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions. 

This  case  was  before  this  court  on  a  former  occasion,  and  the 
decision  then  rendered  will  be  found  reported  in  42  Mo.  13.  The 
case  is  one  of  disputed  boundary,  and  the  controversy  grows  out  of 
the  following  facts: 

In  the  year  1821,  Jeremiah  Connor  was  the  owner  of  a  tract  of 
land  supposed  to  be  forty  arpents  in  length  from  east  to  west,  and 
one  in  depth,  which  was  confirmed  to  one  Glamorgan;  also  another 
tract  of  the  same  dimensions  adjoining  it  on  the  south,  confirmed 
to  one  Bissonet,  the  two  making,  when  taken  together,  a  tract  of 
2x40  arpents. 

On  the  20th  day  of  October,  1823,  John  OTallon  bought  of 
Connor,  through  the  sheriff,  the  west  half  of  the  entire  tract  of 
2x40  arpents. 

On  the  1st  day  of  November,  1823,  Peter  and  Jesse  G.  Lindell 
bought  of  Connor,  through  the  sheriff,  all  that  portion  of  the 
Glamorgan  arpents  lying  west  of  Eleventh  street,  and  bounded  on 
the  west  by  the  tract  bought  by  O'Fallon,  being  about  1,100  feet  in 
length,  east  and  west,  and  supposed  to  contain  between  five  and  six 
arpents. 

On  the  29th  day  of  June,  1824,  Jacob  Fry  bought  of  Connor, 
through  the  sheriff,  all  that  portion  of  the  Bissonet  arpents  lying 
west  of  Eleventh  street,  and  bounded  on  the  west  by  the  tract 
purchased  by  0'Fallon,and  on  the  north  by  the  tract  purchased  by 
P.  and  J.  G.  Lindell. 

The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  the  tract  purchased  by  Fry  was 
surveyed  and  staked  off  before  it  was  sold,  and  a  stone  set  up  at 
his  south-west  comer.  This  point  was  ascertained  to  be  on  the 
western  line  of  Fry's  purchase  by  marking  off  twenty  arpents  from 
the  eastern  extremity  of  the  tract,  it  being  supposed  at  that  time 
that  the  entire  tract  was  only  forty  arpents  long.  Fry  immediately 
erected  a  fence  on  his  western  line  thus  ascertained,  and  that  line 
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was  then  and  for  a  long  time  afterward  considered  the  center  line 
of  the  2x40  arpents. 

On  October  13,  1824,  O'Fallon  sold  and  conveyed  to  J.  B.  C. 
Lucas  1x2  arpents,  that  is,  one  arpent  in  the  Glamorgan  ti-act  and 
one  arpent  immediately  south  of  it  on  the  Bissonet  ti'act,  the  two 
being  bounded  on  the  east  by  the  tracts  purchased  of  Connor  by 
P.  and  J.  G.  Lin  dell  and  Jacob  Fry.  The  Pry  tract  was  then 
inclosed  and  O'Fallon  sold  to  Lucas  by  Fry's  fence  as  his  eastern 
boundary. 

Fry  died  in  1824,  and  on  the  8th  day  of  May,  1827,  the  Lindells 
purchased  of  Fry's  administrator  the  tract  purchased  by  Fry  of 
Connor. 

In  1828,  or  1829,  the  Lindells  fenced  what  they  supposed  to  be 
the  ground  purchased  by  them  of  Connor,  by  continuing  the  Fry 
fence  northward  and  inclosing  the  north  line  of  the  Glamorgan 
tract. 

In  1827  or  1829,  O'Fallon  sold  to  John  and  William  Finney  ten 
arpents  in  the  west  half  of  this  2x40  arpents,  bounding  the  tract, 
so  sold,  on  the  east  by  the  two  arpents  sold  to  Lucas,  and  on  July 
9,  1831,  executed  to  the  Finneys  a  deed  therefor.  When  the 
Finneys  purchased  they  located  their  eastern  line,  and  erected  a 
fence  thereon  about  one  arpent  west  of  the  Fry  fence,  thus  leaving 
an  open  space  of  1x2  arpents  between  their  fence  and  the  line  of 
the  Fry  fence,  which  was  claimed  by  Lucas.  In  1830  or  1831,  the 
Finneys  surveyed  their  ground  and  replaced  this  fence  with  a  more 
permanent  one.  In  September,  1825,  O'Fallon  sold  twenty-eight 
arpents,  which  was  supposed  to  be  the  entire  remainder  of  his  west 
half  of  the  2x40  arpents,  to  one  Slater,  and  the  eastern  boundary 
of  this  tract  was  also  determined  by  the  location  of  the  Fry  fence. 
In  1832  or  1833,  the  Lindells  made  a  more  permanent  fence  of 
cedar  posts  and  oak  rails,  locating  it  a  short  distance  further  west 
than  the  original  fence.  The  vacant  space  between  the  fences  of 
the  Fmneys  and  the  Lindells  was  claimed  by  J.  B.  0.  Lucas  as  his 
property,  until  his  death  in  1842,  when  Washington  avenue  was 
opened  on  the  line  dividing  the  Glamorgan  and  Bissonet  tracts, 
and  the  fences  of  the  Lindells  fell  down  and  gradually  disappeared. 
With  the  knowledge  of  the  Lindells,  Lucas  exercised  at  all  times  the 
authority  of  an  owner  over  this  space.  He  purposely  kept  it  open 
for  his  own  convenience,  as  an  outlet  to  the  north;  guarded  it 
against   trespassei*s,  pastured  his  cattle  upon  it,  and  protected  its 
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surface  from  washing.  During  all  this  time  the  Liiidell  fence  was 
regarded  by  all  parties  as  their  western  line.  Lucas  acquiesced  in 
its  location,  adopted  the  same  as  his  eastern  line,  and  agreed  to  the 
location  of  the  Finney's  permanent  fence  one  arpent  west  thereof, 
as  his  western  line.  Valuable  improvements  were  made  by  the 
Finneys  on  their  grounds  so  located,  prior  to  the  opening  of  Wash- 
ington avenue  in  1842.  About  this  latter  date,  and  prior  thereto, 
the  Lindells,  in  conversation  with  the  Finneys  and  others.,  repeat- 
edly spoke  of  Lucas  as  the  owner  of  this  vacant  space.  At  the 
date  of  the  several  conveyances  above  mentioned,  these  lands  were 
of  comparatively  little  value,  and  the  parties  interested  were  un- 
willing to  undergo  the  expense  of  a  survey  of  the  entire  tract,  in 
order  to  determine  with  accuracy  the  boundaries  of  the  several 
parts  thereof  purchased  by  them.  In  1845,  however,  parties  claim- 
ixL  under  Glamorgan  seized  the  whole  of  the  land  occupied  by  the 
Lindells  in  the  Glamorgan  tract  and  also  that  claimed  by  Lucas  in 
said  tract,  and  inclosed  the  same  up  to  Finney's  fence.  A  full 
survey  was  then  made  by  the  Lindells  of  the  entire  tract  of  2x40 
arpents,  and  the  tract  being  longer  than  was  supposed,  its  center 
line  was  found  to  be,  not  at  the  line  of  the  Fry  and  Lindell  fences, ' 
but  further  west  and  several  feet  within  the  Finney  inclosure. 

The  Lindells  thereupon  asserted  title  to  the  whole  of  the  land 
in  the  Glamorgan  tracts  from  Eleventh  street  to  the  Finney  fence, 
which  included,  of  course,  the  north  arpent  of  the  1x2  arpen.ts 
claimed  by  Lucas.  The  lot  in  controversy  lies  on  the  east  side  of 
the  north  arpent  claimed  by  J.  B.  G.  Lucas,  and  the  plaintiff  claims 
under  him.     The  defendant  claims  under  the  Lindells. 

The  Lindells  sued  the  trespassers,  claiming  under  Glamorgan,  in 
forcible  entry  and  detainer,  and  recovered  judgment  against  them, 
and  on  the  22d  day  of  October,  1852,  were  put  in  possession  by  the 
sheriff  of  all  the  land  lying  between  Eleventh  street  and  the  Finney 
fence,  being  about  thirteen  hundred  and  fifty  feet  from  east  to  west. 
To  this  suit,  no  one  claiming  under  Lucas  was  a  party.  There  was 
testimony  tending  to  show  that  in  the  year  1854  the  arpent  claimed 
by  Lucas  in  the  Glamorgan  tract  was  vacant,  unoccupied  and  unin- 
closed,  and  the  claimants  under  Lucas  entered  upon  the  same  aa 
owner  and  inclosed  the  entire  arpent,  except  a  small  portion  on  the 
east  side  thereof  which  was  marshy  and  partially  cbvered  with  water, 
and  held  possession  of  the  same  for  several  years.  This  inclosure 
covered  a  portion  of    the  land  now  in  controversy.     Conflicting 
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testiiaony  was  introduced  by  the  respective  parties  as  to  the  adverse 
occupancy  of  this  arpent  by  the  Lindells  from  the  year  1852,  until 
the  institution  of  this  suit,  the  details  of  which  it  is  unnecessary 
to  state. 

In  order  to  show  an  interruption  of  the  possession  relied  on  by 
the  defendants  under  their  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  the 
plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  the  record  of  an  ejectment  suit,  insti- 
tuted by  the  Ldndells  on  the  19th  day  of  February,  1856,  against 
<»ne  Hannegan,  to  recover  possession  of  the  Glamorgan  arpent, 
claimed  by  J.  B.  C.  Lucas,  the  petition  in  which  suit  was  sworn  to 
by  one  of  the  plaintiffs.  In  that  suit  a  representative  of  Lucas  was 
admitted  to  defend. 

At  the  October  term,  1866,  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  St  Louis 
county,  the  suit  was  dismissed.  Some  time  prior  to  that  date,  of 
course,  the  liindells  had  regained  the  possession,  as  the  present  suit 
was  instituted  in  1865.  The  record  was  excluded  by  the  court,  and 
the  plaintiffs  excepted.  On  the  23d  of  October,  1854,  the  plaintiff 
sold  the  property  in  controversy,  and  repurchased  it  in  1859. 

The  foregoing  epitome  of  the  facts  will  suffice  to  present  the 
points  in  controversy.  The  plaintiff  asked  the  court  to  give  the 
following  instructions,  which  were  given   or  refused   as   marked. 

[Omitting  some.] 

No.  2.  (Refused.)  *'If  the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that 
about  the  year  1827  or  1828  said  Lindells  located  their  western  line 
at  a  fence  which  they  put  upas  their  western  boundary  and  John 
B.  C.  Lucas  assented  to  said  location,  and  located  his  land  by  said 
fence  as  his  eastern  boundary,  and  both  said  Lindells  and  Lucas  for 
a  series  of  years  (it  might  be  less  than  twenty)  acquiesced  in  and 
considered  said  location  con*ect,  and  lived  up  to  it,  and  treated  it  as 
correct  in  the  uses  of  their  lands  respectively,  and  until  Lucas,  on 
the  faith  thereof,  had  expended  labor  or  money  on  said  land  so 
located  as  his,  with  the  knowledge  and  acquiescence  of  said  Lin- 
dells, and  until  other  persons,  acquiring  titles  from  O'Fallon  west 
of  Lucas,  located  their  lands  on  the  faith  of  the  correctness  of  said 
westeni  line  of  Lindells,  and  expended  labor  or  money  on  the 
same,  believing  these  locations  correct,  such  facts,  if  the  jury  find  . 
them  to  be  facts,  constitute  in  law  a  valid,  conclusive  establishment 
of  the  said  line  between  said  Lucas  and  Lindells  and  those  claim- 
ing under  them,  any  thing  in  the  deeds  read  in  evidence  to  the 
contrary  notwithstanding.    And  if  the  jury  find  the  facts  as   set 
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forth  above,  and  that  the  premises  in  dispute  lie  within  the  tract 
conveyed  by  O'Fallon  to  John  B.  C,  Lucas,  and  so  located  by  said 
Lucas  and  Lindells,  then  they  are  instructed  that  the  defendants 
have  no  defense  to  this  action  unless  under  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions." 

The  court  gave  the  following  instructions  for  defendants.  [Omit- 
ting some.] 

No.  10.  (Given.)  "The  deed  from  O'Fallon  to  Lucas,  October  13, 
1824,  read  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  jury  on  this  trial  did 
not,  at  the  time  it  was  made,  and  does  not  now,  so  operate  as  to 
convey  to  the  said  Lucas  any  land  situated  in  the  eastern  half  of  the 
general  tract  of  2x40  arpents  of  land,  which  did  belong  to  J.  Con- 
nor, under  whom  both  parties  to  this  suit  now  claim  title;  and  if  the 
jury  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  premises  now  sued  for  are  situated 
within  the  eastern  half  of  said  general  tract  of  2x40  arpents  of 
land,  then  plaintiff  has  shown  no  title  to  the  land  sued  for,  by  said 
deed  to  Lucas  of  1824,  or  by  virtue  of  any  other  deed  read  in  evi- 
dence in  this  cause." 

No.  11.  (Given.)  "The  deeds  and  conveyances  given  in  evidence 
in  this  case  by  defendant  show  a  good,  legal  title  in  the  legal  repre- 
sentatives of  Peter  and  J.  G.  Lindell  to  all  the  land  within  the  east 
half  of  the  general  tract  of  2x40  arpents  of  land,  which  did  belong 
to  J.  Connor,  under  whom  both  parties  claim  title. 

No.  13.  (Given.)  "  The  deeds  and  conveyances  given  in  evidence 
by  defendants,  if  they  be  true  and  genuine,  show  a  good,  legal  title 
in  the  legal  representative  of  Peter  and  Jesse  G.  Lindell,  to  all  land 
in  the  east  half  the  general  tract  of  2x40  arpents  which  did  belong 
to  Connor,  under  whom  both  parties  claimed  title,  which  lies  west 
of  Eleventh  street." 

No.  15.  (Given.)  "  In  order  for  the  plaintiff  to  claim  the  benefit 
of  an  estoppel  to  pass  the  title  of  the  land  of  P.  and  J.  G.  Lindell, 
the  jury  must  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  Lindells  acquiesced 
in  a  boundary  line  for  twenty  years  prior  to  the  2d  of  February, 
1847,  and  for  ten  years  since  that  date." 

There  was  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  defendants,  which  was 
affirmed  at  the  General  Term,  and  plaintiff  has  appealed  to  this 
court. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  foregoing  statement  that  the  plaintiff 
claims  title  to  the  lot  in  controversy  by  virtue  of  an  alleged  estoppel 
inpaig  as  to  the   location   of  the   eastern  boundary  of  the   1x3 
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arpents,  originating  in  favor  of  J.  A.  C.  Lucas,  under  whom  he 
claims,  and  against  P.  and  J.  G.  Lindell,  under  whom  the  defend- 
ants claim. 

This  being  an  action  of  ejectment,  the  question  which  meets  us 
at  the  threshold  of  our  inquiry  is,  whether  ejectment  can  in  any  case 
be  maintained  upon  a  right  acquired  by  estoppel  in  pais  in  cases  of 
disputed  boundary.  In  other  words,  does  an  estoppel  in  pais,  in 
cases  of  disputed  boundary,  create  a  legal  or  merely  an  equitable 
right  to  the  real  property  affected  by  it? 

Although  the  general  principles  by  which  we  are  to  determine 
whether  an  estoppel  in  pais  has  arisen  in  any  given  case  are  the 
same  whether  the  property  affected  thereby  be  real  or  personal,  yet* 
as  the  statute  of  frauds  has  been  made  the  corner  stone  of  every 
argument  against  the  transfer  by  estoppel  of  a  legal  estate  in  real 
property,  in  determining  the  question  presented  it  will  be  proper 
to  exclude  from  our  consideration  those  cases  involving  only  the 
title  to  personal  property,  and  such  legal  rights  and  interests  as  are 
not  required  to  be  evidenced  by  deed. 

Nor  will  it  be  necessary  to  consider  any  of  the  numerous  cases  to 
be  found  in  the  books,  affecting  real  property,  which  do  not  relate 
to  the  adjustment  of  disputed  boundaries.  The  rule  in  cases  of 
disputed  boundary  is  based  upon  considerations  peculiar  to  those 
cases. 

The  authorities  are  clear  to  the  effect  that  if  one,  having  the 
legal  title  to  land,  induce  another  to  purchase  the  same  from  one 
who  has  no  title,  the  legal  title  will  not  thereby  pass  to  the  pur- 
chaser, although  the  legal  owner  will  not  be  permitted  afterward 
to  assert  his  title  against  such  purchaser.  Where  equitable  de- 
fenses are  not  allowed  in  actions  at  law,  the  purchaser  may  have  to 
appeal  to  a  court  of  equity. 

But  where  one  has  the  legal  title  to  the  subject-matter  of  a 
grant,  the  location  or  boundaries  of  which  are  doubtful  or  unascer- 
tained, and  such  person,  and  the  proprietor  of  a  coterminous  estate, 
mentioned  in  the  grant,  establish  and  maintain  their  common 
boundary  under  such  circumstances  as  will  constitute  a  binding 
and  conclusive  identification  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  grant, 
an  entirely  different  case  is  presented. 

In  a  recent  and  able  opinion  by  Judge  Cooley  {Hayes  v.  Liv- 
ingston, 34  Mich.  384  ;  22  Am.  Eep.  533),  in  which  the  leading 
ftuthorities  on  this  subject  are  reviewed  and  classified,  the  doctrine 


Digitized  by 


Google 


OCTOBER  TEEM,  1876.  233 


Tamer  v.  Baker. 


is  advanced  that  the  title  to  real  property  cannot  in  any  case  be 
passed  by  estoppel.  Reference  is  there  made  to  the  cases  in  which 
the  doctrine  of  estoppel  has  been  applied  to  the  voluntary  adjust- 
ment of  boundaries  between  contiguous  estates,  and  those  cases  are 
distinguished  by  Judge  Cooley  from  the  cases  cited  to  support  the 
rule  announced  by  him,  on  the  ground  that  "it  is  not  supposed 
that  in  such  cases  the  title  is  affected;  the  parties  have  only,  by 
their  agreement  and  conduct,  determined  the  limits  of  their 
respective  ownerships." 

We  cannot  readily  accept  the  foregoing  ground  of  distinction  as 
entirely  satisfactory,  if,  as  Judge  Cooley  seems  to  concede,  such 
voluntary  adjustment  of  boundary  lines  is  really  effectual  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  and  defining  the  subject-matter  of  a 
grant. 

While  it  is  true  that  in  such  cases  the  parties  have  ^*  by  their 
agreement  and  conduct  determined  the  limits  of  their  respective 
ownerships,"  yet  it  is  also  true  that  if  the  boundary  agreed  upon 
is  not,  in  point  of  fact,  the  true  boundary,  the  title  must,  to  the 
extent  of  the  discrepancy  between  the  two,  necessarily  be  affected. 
That  is  to  say,  the  limits  within  which  it  is  operative  to  confer  a 
right  will  be  enlarged  or  restricted,  according  to  the  agreement  of  i 
the  parties.  In  Baldwin  v.  Brown,  16  N.  Y.  363,  it  was  said  that 
**  it  seems  impossible  to  hold  that  a  mere  parol  agreement,  adopt- 
ing a  line  different  from  that  described  in  the  deed,  is  obligatory, 
without  violating  the  statute  of  frauds,  both  in  its  letter  and  spirit.  . 
It  is  said  in  some  of  the  cases,  by  way  of  sustaining  the  doctrine,  I 
that  the  agreement  does  not  transfer  the  title,  but  simply  deter- 
mines the  boundaries  of  the  land  described,  a  distinction,  the  sound- 
ness of  which  may  well  be  doubted.  The  supposition  of  such  an 
agreement,  in  cases  of  long  acquiescence  in  an  established  line,  is, 
as  I  apprehend,  entirely  superfluous.  The  acquiescence  in  such 
cases  affords  ground,  not  merely  for  an  inference  of  fact  to  go  to  the 
jury  as  evidence  of  an  original  parol  agreement,  but  for  a  direct 
legal  inference  as  to  the  true  boundary  line.  It  is  held  to  be  proof 
of  so  conclusive  a  nature  that  the  party  is  precluded  from  offering 
any  evidence  to  the  contrary." 

In  this  case  it  is   quite  appai*ent  that  a  legal  fiction  is  invoked, 

which  practically  extends  the  title  to  the  established  line,  and  at 

the  same   time  avoids  the  intervention  of  the  statute  of  frauds, 

which  it  is  supposed  would  otherwise  prevent  such  extension  of 
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the  title.  The  necessary  consequence,  however,  of  both  of  these 
decisions,  which  on  this  point  are  representative  and  not  excep- 
tional cases,  is  that  the  title  conveyed  extends  to  all  the  land 
included  within  the  boundaries  ascertained  and  fixed  by  the  agree- 
ment of  the  parties  in  the  one  case,  and  by  location  and  acquies- 
cence in  the  other.  If  the  boundary  so  fixed  is  to  be  conclusively 
regarded  as  the  true  boundary,  of  course  the  legal  title  must  cover  all 
the  land  within  such  boundary.    Vosburgh  v.  Teator,  32  N.  Y.  568. 

This  question  was  thoroughly  examined  by  this  court  many 
years  ago  {Taylor  v.  Zepp,  14  Mo.  482;  Blair  v.  Smith,  16  id. 
273),  and  the  conclusion  was  then  reached,  both  upon  principle 
and  authority,  that  when  the  proprietors  of  contiguous  estates, 
the  boundaries  of  which  are  indefinite  and  unascerUined,  agree 
upon  the  line  dividing  their  estates,  the  calls  in  their  respective 
deeds  fasten  themselves  upon  the  property  to  which  they  are  thus 
applied,  and  the  title  passed  by  the  conveyance  covers  and  in- 
cludes every  part  of  the  property  so  identified  as  being  compre- 
hended within  the  description  contained  in  the  grant. 

In  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Zepp,  supra,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  the 
boundary  was  not  fixed  in  the  deed  by  monuments,  courses  and  dis- 
tances, and  a  boundary  fixed  by  the  agreement  and  acts  of  the  par- 
ties was  held  to  be  conclusive.  Judge  Napton,  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  used  the  following  language:  ''  It  is  said  that 
this  doctrine  conflicts  with  the  statute  of  frauds,  but  it  has  not 
been  so  regarded  in  any  of  the  numerous  cases  decided  on  this 
point.  Where  the  terms  of  the  deed  are  ambiguous,  there  is  clearly 
no  ground  upon  which  the  statute  of  frauds  can  be  invoked  ;  but 
even  where  a  well-defined  boundary  is  given  in  the  deed,  we  have 
seen  that  a  different  one  may  be  established  under  circumstances 
which  will  conclude  the  parties  from  contesting  it  This  is  only 
analogous  to  numerous  other  doctrines,  as  well  settled  as  the  con- 
struction of  the  statute  itself.  Is  not  a  title  itself  held  to  pass  by 
estoppel  ?  Have  not  the  courts  refused  to  permit  the  contents  of 
a  deed  to  be  proved,  when  the  grantee  has  destroyed  it  with  a  view 
to  re-invest  the  title  ?  Have  not  the  owners  of  land  transferred 
their  title  by  standing  by  and  permitting  adverse  possession,  and 
the  adverse  proprietors  to  build  and  improve  ?  The  statute  was 
made  to  prevent  fraud,  and  the  courts  have  not  felt  themselvea 
called  upon  to  adhere  so  closely  to  its  letter  as  to  facilitate  and 
encourage  the  very  evil  it  was  framed  to  prevent.    The  truth  is  the 
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statute  does  not  apply  to  such  eases.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  is 
as  old  as  the  statute  of  frauds,  and,  as  such,  a  part  of  the  law  of 
the  land.  It  is  no  objection  to  either,  that  the  one  may  be  a  modi- 
fication or  regulation  (?)  of  the  other." 

In  the  case  of  Blair  v.  Smithy  supra,  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Taylor  v.  Zepp  was  followed  and  approved,  and  the  following  lan- 
guage was  employed  in  giving  expression  to  the  opinions  of  the 
court :  **  The  statute  of  frauds  does  not  touch  such  a  case  as  this. 
Here  there  is  no  sale  of  land  to  either  party.  There  is  no  consider- 
ation passing  from  one  to  the  other;  it  is  not  a  contract  either  of 
buying  or  selling  land  from  one  to  the  other.  They  own  adjacent 
lot^  —  contiguous  lots  ;  they  agree  that  such  a  marked  line  shall  be 
the  dividing  line  between  the  lots  which  they  own  ;  and  they  use 
and  occupy  the  respective  lots  up  to  this  line,  not  for  twenty  years, 
not  for  fifteen  years,  but  for  a  lengtli  of  time  sufficient  to  show  the 
understanding  and  the  intention  of  themselves  —  to  show  that  they 
know  their  own  boundary,  that  they  are  content  with  their  own 
boundary  *  *  *  ^^  Now,  this  use  and  occupancy  with- 
out disturbance,  for  a  time,  long  enough  for  men  to  show  that  they 
know  the  boundary  between  their  lands,  shall  be  considered  bind- 
ing and  conclusive  as  to  such  boundaries,  as  well  as  of  such  under- 
standing or  agreement  between  them. 

'*  They  shall  not  after  a  lapse  of  years,  longer  or  shorter,  as  the 
circumstances  may  tend  to  bhow  their  agreement  or  settlement  or 
the  fixing  of  their  common  boundary,  be  permitted  afterward  to 
dispute  it.  Such  boundary  thus  agreed  upon  shall  be  considered 
the  true  one  ;  and  each  one  considered  as  the  owner  of  the  land 
mentioned  in  his  deed  thus  marked  out  to  that  boundary  between 
them."  See y  ahOy  Boyd  Y.  Grayer,  4  Wheat.  513;  Heirs  of  Houston 
v.  Mattheios,  1  Yerg.  118;  Lewellen  v.  Overton,  9  Humph.  76,  which 
assert  the  same  doctrine. 

The  reason  of  the  rule  thus  established  must,  of  course,  confino 
its  operation  to  cases  of  disputed  or  uncertain  boundary.  In  all 
cases  where  the  location  of  the  true  boundary  is  known  to  the  pro- 
prietors of  conterminous  estates,  and  they  attempt  for  mutual  con- 
venience or  other  sufficient  reason  to  transfer  land  from  one  to  th6 
other  by  a  parol  agreement,  changing  the  location  of  such  boundary, 
the  statute  of  frauds  will  inflexibly  apply.  Nichol  v.  LytUy  4  Yerg. 
456 ;  Gilchrist  v.  McOee,  9  id.  455  ;  Yarborough  v.  Ahernathyy  1 
Meigs,  413;   Voshurgh  v.  Teatory  32  N.  Y.  568. 
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We  do  not  hesitate  to  hold,  therefore,  that  where  a  disputed  or 
uncertain  boundary  line  has  been  conclusively  settled  by  parol 
agreement,  ejectment  may  be  maintained  for  all  the  land  included 
within  the  call  of  the  deed,  as  located  and  determined  by  the 
agreement  and  conduct  of  the  parties  fixing  the  boundary;  and  it 
has  been  so  held  in  the  case  of  Spears  y.  Walker,  1  Head,  166;  Tar- 
rant  v.  Terry,  1  Bay,  239. 

The  question  next  to  be  considered  is  whether  there  was  any 
testimony  from  which  the  jury  would  have  been  authorized  to  find 
or  infer  the  existence  of  an  agreement  between  Lucas  and  the  Lin- 
dells,  establishing  their  common  boundary  at  the  line  of  the  Fry 
and  Lindell  fences.  There  can  bo  no  question,  we  think,  but  that 
the  boundaries  called  for  in  the  conveyances  were  of  that  nature 
that  they  might  properly  be  made  the  subject  of  voluntai-y  adjust- 
ment by  the  parties. 

As  stated  in  Taylor  v.  Zepp,  supra,  it  has  been  held  that  they 
may  be  so  adjusted  even  when  the  boundary  is  defined  in  the  deed 
by  courses  aiid  distances.  Lucas  and  the  Lindells  were  all  dead 
when  this  cause  was  tried,  and  no  testimony  was  introduced  to 
show  any  express  agreement  between  the  parties  as  to  their  com- 
mon boundary.  But  there  can  be  no  controversy  about  the  fact 
that  the  Lindells  did  in  1828  or  1829  erect  a  fence  on  what  they 
supposed  to  be  their  western  line.  Nor  can  there  be  any  contro- 
versy about  the  fact  that  Lucas,  regarding  this  location  made  by 
the  Lindells  to  be  correct,  acquiesced  in  the  same,  and  agreed  to 
the  survey  made  by  the  Finneys  in  1832-3,  and  the  location  of  their 
[>ermanent  fence  made  in  accordance  therewith,  fixing  their  eastern 
and  his  western  line.  The  further  fact  is  not  disputed,  that  the 
area  originally  left  between  the  Finney  fence  and  the  Lindells  was 
slightly  in  excess  of  the  arpent,  and  that  when  the  Lindells  erected 
their  permanent  fence  in  1832-3,  they  located  it  a  few  feet  west  of 
the  fence  first  erected  by  them,  thereby  reducing  the  open  space 
between  their  fence  and  the  Finney  fence  to  one  arpent  in  width, 
the  amount  claimed  by  Lucas.  It  is  not  denied  that  Lucas,  from 
the  date  of  his  deed,  in  1824,  to  the  day  of  his  death,  in  1842,  with 
the  knowledge  of  the  Lindells,  exercised  acts  of  ownership  over 
this  vacant  space,  and  claimed  it  as  his  own.  He  protected  it 
against  trespassers,  pastured  his  cattle  upon  it,  improved  its  sur- 
face, and  paid  taxes  upon  it.     And  there  was  evidence  to  the  effect 
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that  one  of  the  Lindells  being  upon  the  land,  declared  Lucas  to  be 
the  owner  of  it,  and  stated  that  he  had  tried  to  buy  it,  but  could 
not.  Lucas  kept  this  ground  vacant  as  a  "  look-out "  to  the  north, 
and  as  a  means  of  egress  northward  to  the  St  Charles  road  from 
his  residence,  which  was  immediately  south  of  it  It  is  not  denied 
that  the  Lindells,  prior  to  their  discovery,  in  1845,  that  the  line  of 
their  western  fence  was  not  in  fact  the  true  line,  constantly  recog- 
nized this  arpent  to  be  the  property  of  Lucas,  and  did,  on  various 
occasions,  and  to  various  persons,  so  declare  themselves. 

It  is  strenuously  contended,  however,  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ant, that,  as  the  location  of  the  Lindells*  west  line  was  made  by 
them  in  ignorance  of  their  true  boundary,  tliey  were  not  guilty  of 
any  fraud,  concealment,  or  willful  misrepresentation,  intended  to 
deceive  Lucas,  and  by  which  lie  was  deceived  and  misled  to  his 
injury,  and  that  therefore  they  are  not  estopped  from  claiming  to 
their  true  line. 

This  is  not  a  case  involving  the  general  doctrine  of  estoppel,  so 
ably  and  learnedly  discussed  by  the  distinguished  counsel  for  the 
defendant,  and  if  it  were  we  should  be  disposed  to  take  issue  with 
his  statement  of  the  law  on  that  subject  The  rigid  rule,  laid 
down  in  Pickard  v.  SearSj  6  Ad.  &  El.  469;  Boggs  v.  Merced 
Mining  Company y  14  Cal.  279,  and  kindred  cases,  has  been  some- 
what qualified  by  more  recent  adjudications.  But  the  question 
here  is,  whether  the  testimony  relating  to  the  practical  location  of 
the  boundary  lines  between  Lucas  and  the  Lindells,  in  1828  or 
1829,  and  their  acquiescence  in  the  same  for  a  period  of  nearly 
seventeen  years,  together  with  the  declarations  and  conduct  of  the 
parties  in  reference  thereto,  was  sufficient  to  warrant  the  jury  in 
inferring  therefrom  an  agreement  between  the  parties  establishing 
such  line.    We  think  it  was. 

In  Rockwell  v.  Adams,  7  Cow.  761,  Sutherland,  J.,  said: 
"  Now  I  apprehend  that  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  make  an 
actual  practical  location  control  the  courses  and  distances  in  a 
deed,  that  the  party  making  such  location,  or  subsequently  recog- 
nizing it,  should  in  all  cases  know  that  the  effect  of  it  would  be 
to  give  him  less  land  than  he  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to, 
nor  that  there  should  be  an  express  agreement  to  abide  by  such 
line.  An  acquiescence  for  a  length  of  time  is  evidence  of  such 
mgreement    When  the  line  has  been  acquiesced  in  for  a  great  num- 
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ber  of  years  by  all  the  parties  interested  it  is  conclusiye  evidence  of 
an  agreement  to  that  line." 

In  Baldwin  v.  Brown,  16  N.  Y.  363,  supra^  it  whasheld  that  such 
acquiescence  was  couclusive  evidence,  not  of  an  agreement  but  that 
the  boundary  fixed  was  the  true  boundary.  This,  as  we  have  before 
seen,  was  upon  the  theory  th^t  no  valid  parol  agreement  could  be 
made  in  such  cases  —  a  doctrine  which  does  not  obtain  in  this 
State. 

In  Dibble  v.  Rogers,  13  Wend.  539,  referring  to  the  charge  of  the 
judge  to  the  jury  in  the  trial  court,  it  was  said  :  "  He  instructed 
them  that  a  long  acquiescence  in  an  erroneous  location  by  the  plain- 
tiff would  authorize  them  to  find  that  the  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  a 
location  different  from  that  given  by  his  deed;  and  whether  he 
knew  his  rights  or  not,  such  location  or  acquiescence  would  conclude 
him ;  and  if  the  jury  were  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  had  agreed 
to  such  a  location  (of  which  his  long  acquiescence  in  the  location 
contended  for  by  the  defendant  was  evidence)  that  they  would  find 
for  the  defendants,  otherwise  for  the  plaintiff.  This  is  the  rule  of 
law  laid  down  by  this  court  in  Rockwell  y.  Adams,  7  Cow.  762;  and 
again,  after  a  second  argument,  in  the  same  case,  in  6  Wend.  467. 
It  is  believed  that  the  authorities  referred  to  in  those  cases  fully  sus- 
tain the  principle.  See  iCaines,  363;  3  Johns.  8,  269;  7  id.  245,  per 
Van  Ness,  J.;  8  id.  367;  9  id.  100;  17  id.  29.  It  has  again  been 
recognized  in  the  recent  case  of  McConnick  v.  Barnum,  10  Wend. 
104;  and  in  Ktp  v.  Norton,  12  id.  130.  The  acquiescence  in  those 
cases  varied  from  the  period  of  17  to  40  years.  In  this  case  it  was 
about  twenty  years.  Those  cases  also  show  that  the  ac/«and  deda^ 
rations  of  the  parties  are  competent  evidence  upon  the  question  of 
location. 

in  Jackson  v.  McConnell,  19  Wend.  176,  it  was  held  that  acquies- 
cence was  evidence  of  an  agreement,  but  no  conclusive  evidence 
unless  continued  for  a  great  number  of  years.  The  rule  announced 
in  the  foregoing  cases  was  approved  in  Blair  v.  Smith,  supra,  and 
Taylor  v,  Zepp,  supra. 

It  follows  from  the  foregoing  aurthorities,  that  the  defendants* 
instructions  number  10,  11,  13,  and  15,  should  not  have  been  given. 
Plaintiff's  instruction  number  2  needs  some  modification  to  mak€ 
it  conform  to  the  views  expressed  in  this  opinion. 

[Omitting  the  question  of  adverse  possession.  J 

It  necessarily  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court, 
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both  at  General  and  Special  Term,  must  be  reversed  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

Judges  Napton  and  Sherwood  concur.    Judges  Nortok  and 
Henry  were  not  on  the  bench  when  this  case  was  argued. 

Judgment  reversed, 

NoTB  BT  THE  RxpORTER.— The  law  on  the  subject  of  practical  location  of  division 
lines  seems  to  have  been  earlier  and  more  carefully  examined  in  the  New  York  decis- 
ions than  in  any  other  State.  As  the  subject  is  one  of  great  practical  importance,  we 
have  thought  that  a  review  of  those  decisions  might  be  useful  as  an  adjunct  to  the 
learned  treatment  of  the  subject  In  the  principal  case.  The  subject  is  naturally  divis- 
ible Into  the  heads  of  Acquiescence  and  Agreement. 

Acqolescence.—In  the  earliest  case  In  New  York  ia  Jackson  v.  Botoen,  1  Caines,  968, 
A.  D.  1803.  It  was  decided  that  an  adverse  possession  of  more  than  twenty  years  was 
■a  bar  to  a  recovery  in  ejectment.  The  court  remarked  that  if  a  man  was  mistaken  in 
respect  to  his  title,  hut,  under  circumstances  showing  no  suspicion  of  imposition  or 
ignorance,  acquiesced  in  a  possession  by  another  in  hostility  to  it,  for  the  length  of 
time  shown  in  this  case,  he  ought  to  be  concluded.  That  length  of  time  in  this  case 
was  thirty-six  years. 

In  Jackson  v,Dtfliing^  2  Caines,  196,  A.  D.  1804,  the  plaintiff's  lessor  and  the  defend- 
■ant's  predecessor  had  forty  years  before  employed  two  surveyors  tQ  run  a  line  between 
them,  and  the  defendant's  predecessor  by  parol  agreed  to  remove  his  fence  to  the  line 
which  the  surveyors  found,  but  there  was  evidence  of  a  subsequent  parol  agreement 
between  the  plaintilTs  lessor  and  the  defendant,  in  effect  rescinding  that  agreement. 
This  second  agreement  was,  that  if  a  suit  between  Klock,  defendant's  predecessor, 
and  Wills  should  l>e  decided  in  favor  of  Rlock,  the  defendant  was'  to  give  up  posses- 
sion without  suit;  but  If  Wills  prevailed,  the  plaintiff's  lessor  was  to  abandon  his 
claim.  No  evidence  as  to  tlie  event  of  that  suit  was  given.  Judge  Spbncbr  thought 
the  first  parol  agreement  binding,  but  held  it  rescinded  by  the  second ;  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  bound  to  show  the  result  of  that  suit ;  but  he  held  the  acqulesence  of  forty 
years  to  be  conclusive  In  favor  of  the  defendant.  Judge  LtviNGSroN  held  the  first 
agreement  invalid,  because  It  was  not  acted  on,  but  agreed  with  Spencer  as  to  the 
acquiescence.  Judge  Thompson  held  the  first  agreement  not  affected  by  the  statute ; 
that  the  second  agreement  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  case  as  it  stood,  or  that  the 
defendant  should  have  chosen  the  result  of  the  suit ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  recover.    Judgment  of  nonsuit. 

In  Jacksfm  v.  Vedder^  8  Johns.  8,  A.  D.  1806,  it  was  held  that,  where  a  partition  had 
been  made,  with  a  survey  and  a  map,  and  possession  had  been  taken  accordingly  and 
held  for  forty  years,  the  parties  were  concluded  from  contesting  the  correctness  of  the 
actual  location. 

In  Jacknon  v.  DUfendorf,  3  Johns.  269,  A.  D  1806,  it  was  held,  that,  where  a  looatioD 
had  been  made  under  a  deed  and  survey,  and  undlsturloed  possession  held  accordingly 
for  thirty-eight  years.  It  should  prevail,  although  subs  quently  made  to  appear  inac- 
curate. 

In  Jackson  v.  Ogdcn,  7  Johns.  238,  A.  D.  1810,  the  grant  was  uncertain  and  ambiguous 
as  to  location,  but  there  had  been  an  acquiescence  of  seventeen  or  eighteen  years,  dur- 
ing which  the  land  had  been  cultivated  and  l>ecome  valuable.  The  plaintiff  also  had 
purch«&sed  under  defendant's  title,  taking  a  deed  recognizing  the  lines  thus  located. 
A  majority  of  the  court  held  this  to  be  conclusive.  But  Judge  Van  Ness  dissented, 
holding  that  the  grants  conferred  no  title  on  the  defendant,  and  that  such  a  length  of 
possession  was  not  sufficient  to  make  title.  He  says,  at  page  246 :  **The  extent  which 
we  have  hitherto  gone  is,  that  when  two  persons  already  having  a  title  haveeettled 
the  line  of  division  between  them,  or  when  one  having  title  has  made  an  actual  loca- 
tion, according  to  what  he  supposed  to  be  his  true  line,  and  his  neighbors  have  aoqul- 
1  in  such  location  for  a  considerable  length  of  time,  the  tioundary  thus  eetab* 
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Ifshed  Rhall  remain  nndlsturbed .      But  In  this  case  my  brethren  go  greatly  beyond  the 
principle  of  our  former  decisions.*' 

In  Jackffon  v.  Zkmglasif,  8  Johns.  367,  A.  D.  1811,  where  there  was  no  uncertainty  as 
to  the  true  location  of  two  adjoininiar  lots  of  land,  the  single  fact  that  one  of  the  plain- 
tilTs  lessors,  eight  years  before,  had  pointed  out  a  mistaken  line,  which  was  fenced 
accordingly,  was  not  sufficient  to  conclude  the  plaintiff. 

In  JacH»m  v.  Gardner,  8  Johns.  894,  A.  D.  1811,  It  was  held  that,  where  A.  voluntarily 
surrendered  a  lease  and  took  a  new  lease,  and  afterward  claimed  under  the  old  lease, 
he  could  recover  no  more  land  tlian  what  he  could  prove  with  absolute  certainty  was 
covered  by  the  old  lease  ;  especially  after  the  premises  claimed  had  been  in  possession 
of  another  for  sixteen  years,  who  had  made  valuable  improvements. 

In  Stuyvesant  v.  Tompkins,  9  Johns.  61,  A.  D.  1812.  there  was  a  crooked  fence  between 
the  parties,  which  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  the  defendant  to  straighten.  Accord- 
ingly the  plaintiff  employed  a  surveyor,  who,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  and 
without  objection  on  his  part,  ran  a  straight  line.  The  plaintiff  removed  the  fence  to 
this  line,  and  the  defendant  pulled  It  down.  The  plaintiff  brought  trespass.  The 
defendant  showed  that  he  and  his  ancestors  had  been  possessed  of  the  locus  in  quo  tor 
more  than  twenty-five  years,  and  that  duringall  that  time  the  crooked  fence  had  been 
the  boundar>'.  Also,  that  before  the  plaintiff's  removal  of  the  fence  he  objected  to  it. 
The  plaintiff  was  defeated. 

In  Jachmn  v.  Smithy  9  Joims.  100,  A.  D.  1812,  it  was  held  that  where  a  survey  was 
made  by  the  direction,  and  under  the  observation  of  the  grantee,  he  cannot,  after  the 
lapse  of  twenty-six  years,  vary  the  location.  The  grant  in  question  was  " for  the  use 
of  the  gospel,"  but  the  court  do  not  seem  to  lay  any  stress  on  the  peculiar  saoredness 
of  the  purpose. 

In  Jachmn  v.  McCall,  10  Johns.  377,  A.  D.  1813,  It  was  proved  that  the  immediate 
predecessor  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  repeatedly  confessed  that  he  was  pres- 
ent when  the  line  was  run  by  the  king's  surveyors,  and  that  the  line  set  up  by  the 
defendant  was  the  one  he  referred  to.  This  line  bad  been  recognized  on  both  side:* 
for  forty-one  years,    llddy  conclusive  against  the  plaintiff. 

In  Jackmn  v.  Van  Corlear^  11  Johns.  127,  A.  D.  1814,  the  parties  had  made  a  new  sur- 
vey, and  agreed  on  the  line  run  thereon  as  the  true  boundary.  Positive  acts  of  acqui- 
escence were  shown,  and  after  nineteen  years  the  line  thus  established  was  held  con- 
clusive.   But  this  was  expressly  placed  on  the  ground  of  the  agreement. 

In  Jachson  v.  Frecr^  17  Johns. 29,  A.  D.  1819,  the  proprietors  of  the  patent  had  parti- 
tioned the  same  by  actual  survey,  and  the  lot  in  question  had  been  improved  more 
than  twenty  years,  and  the  defendant  had  possessed  It  fourteen  years.  A  verdict  for 
defendant  was  sustained.  The  decision  was  placed  on  the  ground  of  the  original 
agreement. 

In  Rockwem  v.  Adamn^  7  Cow.  761,  A.  D.  1827,  action  of  replevin,  tried  in  1835,  it  does 
not  appear  how  long  the  acquiescence  had  been.  The  lands  were  wild,  and  no  occu- 
pation was  shown  except  cutting  of  timber,  and  there  had  been  no  agreement  as  to 
the  line.  But  the  court  held  that  where  the  line  has  been  acquiesced  in  for  a  great 
nurat)er  of  years,  by  all  the  parties  interested.  It  Is  conclusive  evidence  of  an  agree- 
ment to  that  line  ;  citing  Jackmn  v.  Boicciu  Jackson  v.  Vedder  and  Jackaimy.  JXefen^ 
dorf.  and  adding,  **  In  each  of  these  cases  erroneous  locations  had  been  made,  and 
they  had  been  acquiesced  in  (not  with  a  full  knowledge  that  they  were  erroneous,  but 
under  a  belief  that  they  were  correct;,  for  from  thirty  to  forty  years.'*  The  court  also 
hold  that  an  actual  practical  location  will  control,  although  the  party  does  not  know 
that  Its  effect  will  be  to  give  him  less  land  than  he  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to,  and 
that  there  need  be  do  express  agreement  to  abide  by  the  line.  And  the  court  then 
adopt  and  sanction  Van  Nebs*  dissenting  opinion  In  Jackaon  v.  Offden  as  the  true  rule. 
The  verdict  for  defendant  was  set  aside  The  action  was  tried  again  In  18S8(6  Wend. 
467,  A.  D.  1821),  and  eleven  years'  acquiescence  was  shown.  The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 
Chief  Justice  Savaor  said  the  question  was  the  same  as  In  7Cowen,  adopted  the  law 
there  laid  down,  and  denied  a  new  trial.  From  this  decision  error  was  brought,  and 
the  case  came  up  again  In  1836,  before  the  Court  of  Brrora  (16  Wend.  285),  and  this  Is  the 
starting  point  back  to  which  all  subsequent  decisions  go.    Chancellor  Walworth  laid 
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down  this  rule:  "Where  there  can  be  uo  real  doubt  as  to  how  the  premises  should  be 
located,  according  to  certain  and  known  boundaries  described  In  the  deed  to  estab- 
lish a  practical  location  different  therefrom,  which  shall  deprive  the  party  claiming 
under  the  deed  of  his  legal  rights,  there  must  be  either  a  location  which  has  been 
acquiesced  in  for  a  sufficient  length  of  time  to  bar  a  right  of  entry  under  the  statute 
of  limitations  in  relation  to  real  estate;  or  the  erroneous  line  must  have  been  agreed 
upon  between  the  parties  claiming  the  land  on  both  sides  thereof;  or  the  party  whose 
right  is  to  t>e  thus  barred  must  have  silently  looked  on  and  seen  the  other  party  doing 
acts,  or  subjecting  himself  to  expenses,  ia  *elatlon  to  the  land  on  the  opposite  side  of 
the  line,  which  would  be  an  injury  to  him,  and  which  he  would  not  have  done  If  the 
line  had  not  been  so  located,  in  which  case,  pcr/iaps,  a  grant  might  be  presumed  vHthin 
the  twenty  years."  Senator  Maison  in  a  long  and  elaborate  opinion  reviews  all  the 
cases,  and  concludes  that  possession  for  less  than  twenty  years  had  never  been  held  a 
bar,  except  In  three  cases,  namely:  Ogden^  Van  Oniear  and  Oardiier.  He  lasrsdown 
the  rule  '*that  where  the  boundaries  In  the  deed  are  clear  and  unambiguous  and  the 
land  thereby  described  can  be  easily,  and  without  doubt  or  conjecture,  ascertained,  no 
acquiescence  or  recognition,  however  unequivocal  or  often  repeated,  can  have  the 
effect  of  depriving  the  party  of  his  possession  of  land,  unless  that  acquiescence  be 
continued  in  for  at  least  twenty  years."  He  continues:  ^Wben  lands  have  been 
located,  and  such  location  acquiesc^ed  in  for  any  time  less  than  twenty  years,  either 
with  or  without  agreement,  and  during  the  continuance  of  such  acquiescence,  with 
the  knowledge  and  assent  of  the  party,  but  without  objection,  buildings  are  erected 
and  improvements  made  on  the  land  thus  possessed,  the  owner  of  the  fee  will ,  never- 
theless,  at  law,  be  entitled  to  recover  bis  land,  but  the  party  bulldlngor  improving  is 
not  remediless;  full  and  perfect  relief  and  protection  is  afforded  him  In  chancery,** 
namely,  by  a  perpetual  injunction  against  the  action  at  law.  A  new  trial  was  granted 
with  but  one  dissenting  voice. 

Intermediate  6th  Wendell  and  16th  Wendell,  the  case  of  McCormick  v.  Bamum^  10 
Wend.  1<H,  was  decided  tu  1833.  Here  it  was  held  that  an  owner  of  land  was  bound  by 
a  division  line,  recognized  by  his  surveyor  as  correct,  where  the  owner  has  given 
deeds  in  conformity  to  a  map  and  field  book  made  by  the  surveyor,  and  no  efficient 
attempt  is  made  for  twenty-two  years  to  correct  the  line.  Also,  Kip  v.  Norlony  12 
Wend.  137,  In  1834,  In  which  mere  acquiescence  for  five  years  was  held  inconclusive. 
Also,  Dibble  v.  R*MJcr^  13  Wend.  536,  in  1885,  in  which  the  court  held  an  acquiescence  of 
twenty  years  conclusive. 

Clark  v.  TlVf/je//,  19  Wend.  320,  A.  D.  1838,  decided  that  where,  In  a  description  In  a 
deed,  course,  distance  and  monument.are  given,  the  premises  must  be  located  accord- 
ing to  the  deed,  and  all  parol  evidence  of  the  intent,  acts  and  declarations  of  the  par- 
ties, going  to  establish  a  different  location,  is  inadmissible  as  contradicting  or  varying 
the  deed,  unless  a  possession  be  shown  under  claim  of  title  for  such  a  length  of  time 
as  will  bar  a  recovery  In  an  action  of  ejectment.  If,  however,  doubt  or  uncertainty 
exist,  owing  to  the  vagueness  or  obscurity  of  the  description,  or  the  decay  or  destruc- 
tion of  the  monument,  such  evidence  is  admissible  In  aid  of  the  deed.  An  actual 
location  by  aorecmeiit  different  from  the  deed  will  be  obligatory.  Judge  Cowen  says 
the  defense  of  title  b«r  acquiescence  for  less  than  the  3tatutory  period  Is  in  the  face  of 
the  statute  of  frauds,  and  also  contravenes  the  doctrine  of  parol  evidence.  It  would 
seem  at  first  sight  that  Judge  Cowen  does  not  exactly  know  what  to  do  with  Adams 
and  littehwelU  nor  fully  understand  ou  what  ground  the  reversal  was  there  put,  but  inas- 
much as  the  Supreme  Court  xcere  reversed,  he  himself  has  no  compunctions  about 
*^  going  back  *'  on  the  doctrine  overruled .  On  a  closer  examination  we  do  not  see  that 
his  doctrine  differs  from  that  of  the  court  above. 

The  doctrine  of  ^*oral  conveyance  '*  seems  to  have  been  **  laid,"  perhaps  stunned, 
by  Judge  Cowen*8  tremendous  and  unanswerable  onslaught,  until  1853,  when  it 
'' walked  *' again  in  Clark  v .  Baird^  9  N.  T.  183.  This  case  decided,  that,  where  a 
grantor  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  put  the  purchaser  In  possession,  and 
pointed  out  the  boundaries,  but  the  boundaries  so  pointed  out  embraced  land  not 
Included  In  the  deed,  occupation  with  the  consent  of  the  grantor  for  a  less  period 
than  that  required  by  statute  to  bar  a  right  of  entry  gave  the  purchaser  no  title  to 
tbe  lands  not  covered  by  the  deed.    Judge  Cowbn's  doctrine  is  expressly  austaioed. 
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Down  to  thi«  time  the  conoluslveness  of  acquiescence  had  been  based  upon  the 
notion  that  it  was  evidence  of  a  parol  agreement  establishing  the  line.  But  this  Idea 
was  exploded,  in  1867,  in  Baldwin  v.  Bntwn^  16  N.  Y.  850,  which  put  the  doctrine  on 
the  true  fat>und,  namely,  that  the  acquiescence  Is  conclusive  evidence  that  the  loca- 
tion is  correct.  It  became  m*aterial  to  decide  this  In  answer  to  the  argument  that 
where  the  location  was  erroneous  no  bar  could  be  inferred,  because  an  agreement 
founded  on  a  mutual  mistake  of  facts  Is  not  obligatory.  But  the  remark  that  ^  there 
may  be  cases  In  which  an  express  agreement  recognizing  an  erroneous  boundary  will 
conclude  a  party ;  as  where  the  other  party,  acting  upon  the  faith  of  such  agreement, 
has  made  expensive  improvements,  the  benefit  of  which  will  be  lost  to  him  if  the  line 
l»  disturbed,"  seems  oMter.  Acquiescence  of  more  than  forty  years  was  shown  in  this 
case,  and  the  court  say:  ''The  plaintiff  is  precluded,  on  principles  of  public  policy, 
from  setting  up  or  Insisting  upon  a  line  in  opposition  to  one  that  has  t>een  steadily 
adhered  to,  upon  both  sides,  for  more  than  forty  years." 

Judge  CowBN's  doctrine  was  also  approved  in  Terry  v.  CTiandter,  16  N.  Y.  868,  A.  D. 
1857. 

Tn  Reed  v.  Farr^  35  N.  Y.  118,  A.  D.  1866,  which  was  a  case  of  practical  location  and 
acquiescence  for  more  than  twenty  years,  the  case  of  Baidvoin  v.  Brawn  was  followed 
and  approved,  and  its  reasoning  adopted.  See,  also,  Jones  v.  Smtt/i,  64  N  Y .  180;  Slew- 
art  V.  PatricJf,  «8  id.  450. 

Tn  the  same  year  the  question  was  reviewed  In  a  learned  and  exhaustive  opinion,  in 
UuhMl  v.  McCuilocK  47  Barb.  287.  The  plaintiff  alone,  more  than  twenty  years  before, 
ran  an  erroneous  line  through  woods,  on  uncultivated  and  unimproved  lands,  having 
previously  been  told  by  the  defendant  that  the  defendant  would  abide  by  the  line  as 
he  should  0nd  it.  and  having  sul>sequently  described  it  as  run  to  the  defendant,  but 
the  defendant  not  having  assented  to  Ic,  and  It  not  being  fixed  or  adopted.  There  be- 
ing no  adverse  holding  proved,  this  was  held  not  to  amount  to  a  practical  location, 
tiecause  there  was  no  original  agreement  of  minds,  and  no  subsequent  acquiescence 
except  silence.  The'court  say:  "  There  has  been  in  the  early  cases  a  good  deal  of  con- 
founding of  possessions  that  began  adversely,  with  this  new  method  of  getting  round 
the  statute  of  frauds,  now  called  *  practical  location ; '  but  it  Is  time  that  possession 
begun  adversely  and  possession  claimed  to  have  l>egun  under  practical  location.  If 
there  Is  any  difference,  should  be  In  some  way  distinguished.'*  The  court  find  the 
origin  of  ''  practical  location  **  in  an  acquiescence  between  the  parties  In  a  line 
known  and  understood  by  them,  of  such  a  length  of  time  as  to  be  Identical  with 
**tlme  Immemorial,'*  or  **  time  out  of  memory."  '*Uathor  than  disturb  such  an  ancient 
line,  It  was  the  policy  of  the  law  to  presume  a.  grant  " 

lu  Heed  v.  McCourt^  41  N.  Y.  441,  A.  D.  1869,  it  was  held  tliat  a  parol  assent  as  to  the 
locution  of  a  boundary  fence,  and  the  actual  erection  of  the  fence,  followed  by 
muttial  occupation  and  acquiescence  for  a  few  months,  i«  not  sufficient  to  change  the 
true  line,  and  that '' scarcely  less  than  twenty  years"  would  effect  such  change. 

The  substance  of  these  authorities  on  the  point  of  acquiescence  seems  to  be  this: 

n'here  the  de^criptitm  of  the  premises  in  a  deed  is  definite^  certain  and  tinambigumts,  nn 
fMrinMc  evidence  is  admissQile  to  show  a  different  location^  unless  a  possession  be  shown 
umlerdaim  of  title  ftpr  such  a  Uugth  of  time  as  to  bar  a  recitveryin  ejectment.  If^  however^ 
thr  (ffxcrlption  ix  i^aijue^  olmcure  or  aihbigiiou^  or  tfic  monumrnts  referred  to  ham  become 
decayed  or  deMroyeA,  snch  eiyidenc-e  is  admissible  in  aid  of  the  deed. 

Agreement.  -  Lot  us  next  Inquire  what  kind  of  an  agreement  is  necessary  to  effect 
a  pructicjil  location . 

As  we  iiave  seen,  a  majority  of  the  court  in  Jackson  v.  Dysling  thought  that  a 
parol  agreement  to  abide  by  a  certain  division  line  will  be  sufficient  to  prevent  either 
party  from  clahning  an  ejectment,  though  It  will  not  pass  the  lands.  But  this  was  an 
agreement  that  had  been  recognized  for  forty  years. 

Selliek  v.  Addams^  15  Johns.  107.  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  cutting  tlmlx^i  There 
had  been  a  general  submission  by  bond  seven  years  before,  of  all  controversies  ahd 
demands,  and  under  this  the  arbitrators  had  fixed  a  boundary  line.  This,  the  court 
said,  would  have  enabled  the  defeudant  to  maintain  ejectment,  and  Justify  the 
trespass. 
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Shepard  v.  Ri/ers,  15  Johns.  497,  was  assumpsit  to  recoTer  damages  for  breach  of  an 
agreement  under  seal,  by  which  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  appointed  certain  persons 
to  partition  certain  lauds  between  the  parties.  The  defendant  had  refused  to  abide 
by  the  award.  It  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  any  part  of 
the  consideration  in  a  deed  of  the  premises  which  he  had  executed,  his  grantee  never 
Having  been  evicted,  and  his  liability  being  merely  contingent ;  and  they  further 
renmrl{, ''  the  partition  made  by  the  persons  appointed  for  that  purpose  might  be  con- 
sidered In  the  nature  of  an  award  of  arbitrators,  which,  though  It  might  not  have  the 
operation  of  conveying  the  land,  might  estop  the  defendant.'* 

In  Jaekmn  v.  Goi/er,  5  Cow.  383,  an  action  of  ejectment,  the  question  was  of  location. 
This  depended  on  a  submission  of  the  boundaries  to  arbitration  by  R.  H.,  deceased, 
as  attorney.  It  was  undertaken  to  prove  the  execution  of  the  power  of  attorney,  and 
the  court  also  admitted  proof  of  a  parol  submission  under  it,  and  of  a  parol  award. 
On  review^  the  court  held  the  power  not  properly  proved,  and  granted  a  new  trial  for 
that  reason.  Then  the  court  remarked,  **  without,  however,  intending  to  express  a 
definitive  opinion  upon  the  subject,  that  the  submission  and  award,  though  relating 
to  real  estate  and  by  parol,  were  valid,  and  not  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of 
frauds,"  and  continued  so  to  remark  for  a  page  and  a  half,  citing  Jackaon  v.  DyMng. 

In  Robertson  v.  McNeil,  13  Wend.  578,  tried  in  1831,  there  was  a  submission  In  writing^ 
not  under  seal,  in  1830,  to  arbitrators  concerning  a  division  line,  and  a  written  award. 
This  was  held  conclusive  on  the  ground  of  estoppel.  The  cases  relied  on  were  thooe 
above  cited.    This  seems  to  be  the  first  decision  necessarily  involving  the  question. 

Davis  V.  Ibtmaend,  10  Barb.  383,  tried  in  1850,  was  an  action  of  trespass,  involving  a 
division  line  and  fence  between  two  farms,  which  had  stood  for  thirty  years.  The 
plaintiff  showed  title  to  the  locus  in  quo^  but  the  defendant  showed  an  oral  agreement 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  fence  might  be  straightened,  in  pursuance  of 
which  defendant,  about  six  years  l>efore,  moved  the  fence  eighteen  inches  over  upon 
the  plaintiff's  inciosure.  For  that  act  this  action  was  brought.  It  was  proved  that 
the  plaintiff  objected  pending  the  removal,  and  no  consideration  was  paid.  Verdict 
for  defendant.  On  review,  the  court  say :  *'  It  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  a  parol 
agreement  to  ascertain  and  establish  a  boundary  line  between  the  owners  of  adjoin* 
ing  Undd,  which  is  in  dispute  and  in  some  degree  unknown  and  undefined^  either  directly 
by  the  parties  themselves,  or  through  the  submission  to  an  award  of  others.  Is  not  an 
agreement  which  extends  to  the  title,  and,  therefore,  not  within  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  of  frauds.'"  ''  But,  where  the  line  is  already  well  known  and  established? 
where  it  has  been  recognized  and  acquiesced  in  by  the  adjoining  owners;  and  more 
especially  where  it  is  indicated  and  marked  out  by  fences  or  other  permanent  monu- 
ments to  which  they  have  claimed  and  occupied  for  a  sufficient  length  of  time  to  bar 
an  entry,  a  parol  agreement  to  change  it  differs  entirely  in  its  effect  from  that  to 
which  I  have  before  referred,  and  does  extend  to  the  title."  A  new  trial  was 
granted. 

Vosburgh  v.  Teator,  38  N.  Y.  561,waa  an  action  of  trespass  Involving  a  disputed  divis- 
ion line.  The  plaintiff  produced  evidence  that  he  and  his  predecessors  bad  possessed 
the  locus  in  quo  more  than  twenty  years,  but  the  paper  title  was  not  given.  The 
defendant  gave  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  true  line  was  elsewhere,  and  that 
the  plaintiff's  occupation  was  by  special  permission.  It  was  also  shown  that  the  line 
was  in  dispute  in  1816,  and  that  then,  as  defendant  claimed,  an  agreement  was  orally 
made  that  a  survevor  should  run  and  fix  the  line,  and  that  the  parties  should  abide 
by  it,  and  put  the  fence  on  it.  The  plaintiff  claimed  that  it  was  only  one  end  of  the 
line  that  was  in  dispute.  The  surveyor  did  run  and  fix  the  line,  but  it  was  a  disputed 
question  of  fact  whether  he  ran  the  whole  line  or  not.  The  new  line  took  some  land 
In  one  place  from  the  defendant,  which  the  plaintiff  availed  himself  of.  In  another 
place  the  line  so  run  would  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  land,  and  this  he  objected  to,  and 
when  the  defendant  commenced,  three  years  after,  to  move  his  fence  to  the  new  line, 
plaintiff  brought  this  action .  There  was  a  verdict  for  plaintiff.  The  court  held  that 
it  Is  the  policy  of  the  law  to  permit  parties  to  settle  and  adjust  doubtful,  uncertain 
and  disputed  facta  between  themselvea,  and,  when  so  settled  upon  a  good  considera- 
tion, not  to  permit  them  afterwai4  to  be  brought  into  dispute.    That  a  il^lsputed 
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indefinite  or  uncertain  boundary  line  between  adjoining  proprietore  may  be  fixed  bf 
parol  or  arbitrament.  But  an  airreement  by  parol  to  establish  a  new  line,  wliere  the 
boundary  Is  not  indefinite  or  uncertain,  is  void.  That  the  force  of  such  agreement  is 
by  way  of  estoppel.    Verdict  sustained . 

It  had  been  previously  held  In  Terru  v.  Chandler^  16  N.  Y.  854«  that  such  an  agree- 
ment, where  there  was  no  uncertainty  in  the  grants,  and  no  adverse  possession,  waa 
void,  and  this  was  approved  In  Votburgh  v.  Teator.  In  the  former  case,  A  and  bis 
grantors  having  possessed  land  on  both  sides  of  a  ditch  for  more  than  twenty  yean, 
under  claim  of  title  by  deed,  A  by  parol  a4?reed  with  B,  who  claimed  some  of  the  land 
so  possessed  on  one  side,  that  the  ditch  should  constitute  the  division  line,  and  B 
entered  and  kept  possession  accordingly  for  five  years.  Held,  not  to  affect  the  title, 
and  that  A  could  recover  possession. 

The  substance  of  these  authorities  seems  to  be  this  : 

A  parol  agreement  between  adjacent  tnonerf  of  land  ttt  fixa  disputed  division  Is  vaUd 
and  binding  by  way  of  estoppel  in  those  enses  where  the  gratit  is  so  indefinite,  uneertaiu,  or 
wMgwms  that  the  true  line  is  not  ascertainable  therefrom^  Ind  in  no  other. 


State  ex  rel.  Billingsley  v.  Spenoeb. 

(64  M«>.  a%.) 

Exemption  from  execution  of  partnership  assets, 

Onezecation  against  members  of  a  partnership,  the  defendants  are  not  entitled, 
either  jointly  or  sevenilly,  to  an  exemption  of  the  partnership  assets,  under 
a  Btatatory  exemption,  to  a  certain  amount  of  "any  other  property/*  besidt 
specified  articles,  allowed  to  heads  of  families.    {See  note,p,  246.) 

ACTION  on  a  sheriff's  bond  to  recover  for  a  breach  of  duty  in 
delivering  up  attached  property.     The  opinion  states  the 
case. 

E.  J.  MofUaguey  for  appellants. 

W.  H.  PhelpSy  for  respondents,  cited  Stewart  v.  Brown  87  N, 
Y.350;  Knapp  v,  BartUtt,  23  Wis.  68;  Gilman  v.  Williams,  7  id. 
829;  Kiskaddm  v.  JoneSy  63  Mo.  190. 

Henby,  J.  In  September,  1874,  R.  L.  Billingsley  &  Co.  com- 
menced a  suit  by  attachment  against  Kent  and  Black,  and  said 
attachment  was,  by  defendant  Spencer,  then  sheriff  of  Jasper 
county,  levied  upon  personal  property  belonging  to  Kent  and 
Black  as  partners.  Kent  and  Black  were  each  the  head  of  a 
family,  and  neither  of  them  owned  any  property  mentioned  in  the 
first  and  second  subdivisions  of  the  ninth  section,  of  chapter  55, 
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Wagn.  Stat.  603.  Kent  had  household  goods  of  the  value  of  three 
hundred  dollars,  and  Black  had  household  goods  of  the  value  of 
one  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars,  and  a  set  of  carpenter's  tools 
worth  about  thirty-five  dollars.  The  partnership  goods  levied  upon 
by  the  sheriff  were  of  the  value  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars. 
Defendants,  Kent  and  Black,  claimed  the  property  under  the 
eleventh  section  of  chapter  55,  whicli  provides  that  "  each  head  of 
a  family,  at  his  election,  in  lieu  of  the  property  mentioned  in  the 
first  and  second  subdivisions  of  section  nine,  may  select  and  hold 
exempt  from  execution  any  other  property,  real,  personal  or  mixed, 
or  debts  and  wages,  not  exceeding  in  value  three  hundred  dollars." 

The  sheriff  allowed  their  claims,  and  returned  to  them  the  prop- 
erty he  had  attached.  Billingsley  &  0  ).  prosecuted  their  said  suit, 
and  at  the  May  term,  1873,  of  the  Common  Pleas  Court  of  Jasper 
county,  recovered  a  judgment  against  Kent  and  Black  for  1105.50. 
Afterward  a  special  execution  was  issued  on  said  judgment  and 
placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  of  Jas[)er  county,  one  Zane,  who 
duly  returned  thereon  that  he  could  not  find  the  attached  property, 
and  the  present  suit  was  instituted  against  Spencer,  and  the  other 
defendants,  his  sureties  on  his  official  bond,  to  recover  for  the 
alleged  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  Spencer,  in  delivering  to 
Kent  and  Black  the  attached  property. 

There  was  a  trial  in  the  Common  Pleas  Court  of  Jasper  county 
which  resulted  in  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  defendant,  from  which 
an  appeal  has  been  duly  taken  by  plaintiff  to  this  court  and  the 
only  question  presented  for  determination  is  whether  one  or  more 
of  the  members  of  a  partnership  are  severally  or  all  of  them 
jointly  entitled  to  partnership  assets,  to  the  amount  specified  in 
section  11  as  exempt  from  execution  under  sections   9  and  11  ? 

They  cannot  claim  the  exemption  as  a  partnership,  for  a  part- 
nership cannot  be  the  head  of  a  family.  If  they  can  severally 
claim,  how  is  the  officer  to  determine  what  specific  portion  of  the 
assets  belongs  to  the  claimant,  without  first  making  a  settlement  of 
the  partnership  accounts,  as  between  the  partners,  and  also  as 
between  the  firm  and  its  debtors  and  creditors  ? 

Neither  partner  exclusively  owns  any  of  the  assets,  nor  until  a 
final  settlement  of  the  partnership  business  could  the  officers  deter- 
mine the  interest  of  either  member  in  the  assets  of  the  firm.  The 
amounts  of  money  invested  by  them  respectively  would  be  no  crite- 
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rion,  for  the  partner  who  furnished  in  the  first  instance  tlie  largest 
amount  of  capital,  on  final  settlement  might  be  found  to  have  no 
interest  whatever  in  the  a«sets  then  on  hand.  Sup|K)sing  a  debt  due 
to  the  firm  be  garnished,  could  one  partner  claim  the  exemption  out 
of  that  indebtedness,  and  the  officer  allow  him  individually  a  given 
amount,  and  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  recover  the  balance  against 
the  debtor,  thus  dividing  into  two,  or  more,  his  single  obligation  to 
the  firm  ? 

The  difficulties  are  not  obviated,  where,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  all 
the  partners  severally  claim  the  exemption,  for  still  there  would 
have  to  be  a  settlement  of  the  partnership  business  in  oi*der  to  deter- 
mine what  to  allow  each  member.  The  state  of  the  accounts,  as 
before  remarked,  might  bo  such  that  one,  or  more  of  the  firm^ 
would  have  no  interest  whatever,  and  the  others  would  have  an 
excess  over  the  amount  exempt;  and  if  the  officer  allowed  each  his 
exemption  the  creditor  would  bo  ])revented  from  having  applied  to 
his  debt  that  excess  thus  given  to  a  partner,  or  partners,  who  have 
no  interest  in  the  assets.  If  instead  of  severally  claiming,  they 
make  a  joint  claim  to  the  exemption  of  the  amount  specified  in  the 
eleventh  section,  it  might  be  that  each  of  the  members,  but  one, 
owned  all  the  property  in  kind  and  amount  specified  in  the  eleventh 
section,  and  had  no  riglit  to  the  exemption. 

The  fact,  that  the  difficulties  suggested  could  not  have  occurred 
in  the  case  at  bar,  is  no  answer  to  the  argument,  for  that  they  would 
occur  in  a  vast  majority  of  cases,  is  conclusive  against  the  con- 
struction of  the  statute  contended  for  by  respondent.  The  law- 
declares  the  exemption  in  favor  of  a  head  of  a  family,  and  this 
precludes  the  officer  from  allowing  it  to  the  partners  jointly. 

We  are  satisfied  that  the  eleventh  section  does  not  embrace  either 
a  pai'tnership,  or  the  members  of  the  firm  severally  or  jointly,  as  to 
partnership  property,  and  this  view  is  sustained  by  Pojid  v.  Kini' 
ball,  101  Mass.  105;  In  re  Ham1lin,Z  Dill.  200;  Bonsall  Y.  Comly, 
44  Penn.  St.  447;  Onptil  v.  McFee.  9  Kans.  30.  The  courts  of 
New  York,  Wisconsin  and  North  Carolina,  hold  otherwise,  but  the 
weight  of  authority  and  argument,  we  think,  sustains  the  conclu- 
sion we  have  reached. 

Judgment  reversed  and  cause  remanded.  The  other  judges  con- 
currmg  except  Sherwood,  J.,  absent.  Judgwent  reversed, 

Nora  BY  THE  Reporter.—  A  review  of  the  authorities  will  show  that  while  there  is  coD" 
flict  upon  this  question,  yet  so  far  as  there  is  any  deliberate  and  well-considered  expree* 
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ikm,  the  courts  of  New  York  stand  alone  in  opposition  to  the  doctrine  of  the  principal 
aase.  Whether  the  majority  have  the  better  reason  may  well  be  doubted.  We  premise  by 
pointing  out  that  the  statutory  exemptions  are  substantially  alike  in  all  the  States;  the 
language  used  designates  the  singular  number.  The  following  are  the  principal  dpcisions, 
pro  and  eon .    In  agreement  with  the  principal  case : 

BonnaXi  v.  Cornly^  44  Penn.  St.  442.  A.  P.  1863,  was  the  case  of  distress  against  Joint 
owners  of  chattels.  The  coxxri  say :  "  Joint  debtors  are  certainly  not  within  the  letter  of 
the  statute.  The  words  are.  *property  to  the  value  of  $300,  exclusive  of  all  wearing  apparel 
of  the  defendant  and  hiafamily^aknd  all  Bibles  and  school  books  in  use  iathe  family  (which 
shall  remain  exempt  as  heretofore),  and  no  more,  owned  by  or  in  possession  of  any  debU/r, 
■hall  be  exempt  from  levy  and  sale  on  execution  or  by  distress  for  rent. ' "  *^  It  seems  to 
me  quite  apparent  that  the  execution  or  warrant  against  which  the  exemption  may  be 
claimed,  must  be  such  as  is  levied  on  several  property.  To  hold  otherwise,  where  the  exe- 
cution is  Joint,  and  the  levy  is  on  Joint  property,  would  be  to  allow  each  one  of  the  Joint 
debtors  to  claim  the  exemption."  **  It  is  the  ^debtor,*  the  'defendant,*  and  'his  family,*  who 
are  described  as  the  beneficiaries  of  the  statute,  and  the  words  used  are  to  be  first  resorted 
to  In  ascertaining  the  legislative  meaning.  They  are  ordinarily  to  be  taken  in  their  usual 
tmport,  unless  a  more  extensive  or  general  signification  be  evidently  required  by  some 
other  rule  of  construction.  '  Ubi  lex  est  speciolto,  et  ratio  ejus  generalise  Qeneraliier  ac- 
eipiemla  est.*  For  instance,  if  It  should  be  provided  in  a  general  statute  that  stay  of  exe- 
eution,  or  some  other  privilege,  should  be  allowed  to  'debtors/  who  should  apply  for  it  under 
oertain  instructions,  it  could  not  be  doubted  but  that  it  would  extend  to  all  debtors,  whether 
Joint  or  several  But  all  debtors  in  this  statute  are  obviously  not  entitled  to  exemption . 
Kobody  supposes  that  corporations,  associations,  and  partnerships  are,  yet  they  may  be, 
debtors  against  whom  execution  may  issue  Jointly.  The  statute  does  not,  therefore,  ex- 
tend universally  to  all  debtors.**  '*  Many  difficulties  might  be  pointed  out  in  the  way 
of  applying  the  machinery  of  the  statute,  intended  to  apply  to  the  several  property  of  a 
several  creditor,  to  cases  of  Joint  property  or  Joint  creditors." 

Pond  V.  Kimbad,  101  Mass.  106,  A.  D.  1869.  The  court  say:  "We  agree  with  the  plaiu- 
tUTs  counsel  that  the  statute  is  humane  and  beneficial  in  its  purpose  and  operation,  and 
iairiy  entitled  to  as  liberal  a  construction  as  can  be  given  it,  consistently  with  its  true  and 
Just  interpretation.  There  are  many  difficulties,  however,  in  the  way  of  applying  it  to  the 
case  of  copartners  and  Joint  owners,  and  these  difficulties  we  find  to  be  insuperable.  Prop- 
eply  purchased  with  the  Joint  funds  of  the  firm,  and  constituting  a  portion  of  its  capital, 
must  necessarily  be  subject  to  all  the  incidents  of  partnership  property.  On  tlie  decease 
of  one  member  of  the  firm,  it  would  necessarily  go  to  the  surviving  member,  and  he  would 
have  a  right  to  hold  it,  to  be  used  In  settling  the  affairs  of  the  concern,  and  paying  its  debts. 
In  the  case  of  numerous  partners,  can  it  be  said  that  each  of  them  would  have  the  right 
to  claim,  as  exempt  from  attachment  from  the  Joint  debts,  one  hundred  dollars*  worth  of 
tools  and  implements,  and  another  hundred  dollars*  worth  of  materials  and  stock;  or  Is 
tiie  whole  firm  to  be  considered  as  one  debtor  only  i  Does  the  exempt  property  in  that  case 
belong  to  the  partners  Jointly,  or  does  each  take  a  separate  share?  It  appears  to  us  that 
the  statute  is  intended  to  apply  only  to  the  case  of  a  single  and  individual  debtor.  The  ex- 
emption  which  it  gives  is  strictly  personal.  The  statute  speaks  in  the  singular  number 
throughout,  unless,  possibly,  the  clause  as  to  fishermen  be  an  exception.  Its  apparent 
ol^Ject  is  to  secure  to  the  debtor  the  means  of  supporting  himself  and  his  family,  by  follo^%ing 
his  trade  or  handicraft  with  tools  belonging  to  himself.  It  al»o  provides  that  his  family  are 
to  be  secured  in  the  enjoyment  of  certain  indispensable  comforts  and  necessaries,  out  of 
his  property.  But  property  belonging  to  the  firm  cannot  be  said  to  belong  to  either  part- 
ner as  his  separate  property.  He  has  no  exclusive  interest  in  it.  It  belongs  as  much  to 
his  partner  as  it  does  to  him,  and  cannot  in  whole  or  in  part  be  appropriated  (so  long  a^  it 
remains  undivided)  to  the  benefit  of  his  family.  It  may  be  wholly  contingent  and  un*-er- 
tain  whether  any  of  it  will  belong  to  him  on  the  winding  up  of  the  business  and  the  settle- 
ment of  his  account  with  the  firm.  The  exemption,  in  our  opinion,  is  several,  and  not  joint. 
It  applies  to  the  debtor  in  the  singular  number,  and  is  personal  and  individual  only.  If  he 
desires  to  form  a  partnership  and  combine  his  means  with  those  of  one  or  more  than  one 
other  person,  he  must  take  the  precaution  to  retain  exclusive  ownership  of  his  tools  and 
implements,  allowing  the  use  of  them  to  h\n  a.HKociates.  or  he  will  lose  entirely  the  benefit 
of  the  statutory  exemption  as  to  that  kind  of  property.** 
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QuptU  V.  McFCy  9  Rang.  80,  A.  D.  1873.  The  court  say :  *'  The  reasons  given  in  the  case 
of  Pmid  V.  Kimball,  supra^  why  partnership  goods  are  not  exempt  from  execution  are  very 
strong,  and  we  could  not,  if  we  would,  add  any  thing  to  them. '*  '*  How  is  it  to  be  deter- 
mined  whether  the  partnership  or  corporation  will  desire  to  reserve  any  tiling  as  exempt? 
May  a  majority  of  the  members  determine  the  matter?  Or  may  those  who  own  an  interest 
greater  than  one-half  determine  Uie  matter?  And  will  the  minority,  or  those  who  repre- 
sent  the  less  interest,  be  governed  by  the  majority,  or  those  who  represent  the  greater  inter- 
est, or  vice  verm  f  If  one  portion  of  the  members  is  not  to  be  governed  by  the  other  por- 
tion, or  if  four  hundred  dollars*  worth  of  the  property  is  to  be  exempt  in  favor  of  some  of 
the  members,  and  not  in  favor  of  others,  how  is  the  exempted  property  to  be  separated 
from  the  balance?  Can  the  officer  effect  the  separation?  Can  any  number  of  the  members 
less  than  a  majority,  or  can  even  a  majority,  do  itl  Some  of  the  members  may  have  a 
great  interest  in  the  copartnership  or  corporation.  Others  may  have  only  a  small  interest. 
Some  members  of  a  copartnership  have  only  a  slight  interest  in  the  profits  of  the  business. 
But  if  we  adopt  the  theory^  which  is  the  true  one,  that  the  exemption  is  in  favor  of  individ- 
uals only,  we  are  equally  led  to  the  conchision  that  partnership  property  is  not  exempt 
from  execution."  ''Suppose  the  firm  should  consist  of  twenty  members,  could  they  hold 
In  the  aggregate  $8,000  worth  of  property,  as  *stock  in  trade,'  exempt  from  execution,  and 
continue  to  do  business  on  It  without  paying  their  partnership  debts,  or  would  they  be  con- 
fined to  $400  worth?  And  suppose  that  nineteen  of  the  members  had  no  property  in  the 
world  not  exempt  from  execution,  and  that  the  twentieth  one  had  an  abimdance  outside 
of  the  copartnership  property;  could  those  nineteen,  by  claiming  their  exemptions,  com- 
pel the  twentieth  one  to  i>ay  all  the  copartnership  debts?  And  suppose  this  twentieth  one 
owned  nearly  all  the  capital  that  had  been  put  into  the  copartnership;  could  the  nineteen 
hold  their  exemptions  not  only  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  firm  and  others,  but  also 
against  this  twentieth  member?  We  think  not  One  partner  has  just  as  much  ri^t  to 
control  the  disposition  of  partnership  property  as  another.  One  partner  has  just  as  much 
right  to  say  that  a  certain  specific  article  of  partnership  property  shall  not  be  exempt,  as 
another  has  to  say  that  it  shall  be  exempt.  In.  fact  he  has  a  better  right,  for  the  partner- 
ship was  certainly  not  created  for  the  purpose  of  holding  property  exempt  from  execu- 
tion. If  a  party  desires  to  retaip  his  personal  property  as  exempt  from  execution,  he 
must  either  not  put  it  into  a  copartnership,  or  he  must  get  it  out  of  the  copartnership  and 
make  it  his  own  exclusively  before  an  execution  against  the  firm  is  levied  on  it.'* 

In  re  HamlUn,  8  Dill.  C.  C.  Rep.  290,  A.  D.  1875.  This  case  arose  on  the  claim  of  exemp- 
tion under  the  Bankrupt  Act.  Judge  Dillon*  says :  "Taken  all  together,  this  language  does 
not  contain  any  thing  to  favor,  but  much  to  contravene,  the  notion  that  individual  exemp- 
tions should  be  allowed  out  of  the  partnership  estate."  "But  conceding  that  the  language 
of  the  Bankrupt  Act  and  of  the  Constitution  of  the  State  is  not  so  clear  to  this  end  as  to 
exclude  doubt,  the  general  principles  of  the  law  are  against  allowance  of  the  exemption 
claimed."  *' While  the  adjudged  cases  relating  to  the  question  under  examination  are  not 
uniform,  a  careful  examination  of  all  of  them  justifies  roe  In  saying  that  they  are  quite 
decisively  against  the  proposition  that  individual,  exemptions  can  be  aUowed  out  of  the 
partnership  estate,  at  the  expense  of  the  joint  creditors." 

Oaylnrd  v  Imhoff,  26  Ohio  St.  817;  20  Am.  Rep.  762,  A.  D.  1876.  "The  members  of  an 
insolvent  firm  are  not  entitled  to  the  statutory  exemptions  out  of  the  partnership  prop- 
erty, after  it  has  been  seized  in  execution  by  partnership  creditors,  notwithstanding  all  the 
members  join  in  demanding  the  exemptions."  The  court  disagree  with  Ste\oart  v.  Brown 
and  BuriiHv.  Jfamtf.  They  say :  **  Looking  alone  to  the  language  of  the  section  above 
quoted,  we  find  nothing  to  justify  the  Inference  that  the  legislature  in  passing  It  was 
intending  to  provide  for  other  than  Individual  debtors,  and  for  the  exemption  of  their 
Individual  property  from  sale  on  execution;  and  when  construed  with  the  law  relating  to 
partnerships,  as  it  has  always  stood  and  still  stands,  we  are  convinced  that  it  could  not 
have  been  the  intention  of  the  law-maker  to  bring  partners  or  partnership  proi)erty  within 
the  operation  or  provisions  of  the  section  in  any  respect. "  '*The  right  to  the  exemption, 
therefore,  manifestly  depends  upon  the  power  of  selection,  and  this  power  must  relate 
either  to  property  of  which  the  execution  debtor  is  the  absolute  owner,  or  to  property  of 
which  he  has  the  possession  or  actual  control  as  against  the  officer  holding  the  execution.* 
This  was  a  unanimous  decision. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


APEIL  TERM,  1877.  249 

State  ex  rel.  Billingsley  v.  Spencer. 


On  the  other  hand :  OHman  y.  WiUiams^  7  Wis.  896,  A.  D.  1866.  The  court  say :  *'The 
tnskmction  asked  for  seems  to  be  based  upon  the  hypothesis  that  a  team  of  horses  which 
belongs  to  two  men  in  partnership  is  not  exempt  from  execution  against  the  Arm.  Is  this 
sound  doctrine?  "  "If  one  of  these  partners  had  owned  both  the  horses,  would  they  have 
not  been  clearly  exempt?  Can  the  fact,  therefore,  that  each  one  of  the  partners,  or  Joint 
debtors  in  the  execution,  owned  a  moiety  in  each  of  the  horses  render  such  moiety  liable 
to  execution?  If  the  whole  would  be  exempt  in  either,  would  the  moieties  be  liable  in 
both?  Does  not  the  greater  include  the  less  In  this  as  in  other  cases? ''  '*The  exemption 
laws  are  remedial  and  beneficial  acts  of  legislation,  and  we  are  disposed  to  give  them  a 
ttberal  interpretation  and  to  administer  them  in  the  benign  spirit  in  which  they  were 
enacted.'* 

Later,  in  Wisconsin,  however,  there  seems  to  have  been  a  disposition  to  limit  the  doc- 
trine to  property  divisible  in  its  nature,  as  in  the  case  of  grain,  etc.,  in  Newtony.  Huxve^  29 
Wis.  581. 

It  waasaid,  obiter,  in  Wrtght  v.  Pratt,  81  Wis.  104,  '*  Immunity  from  sale  upon  execution 
seems  to  imply  or  be  founded  upon  the  idea  that  the  exempt  property  is  necessary  for  the 
support  of  the  debtor  and  his  family;  and  that  it  may  be  held,  possessed,  and  used  by  him 
in  carrying  on  his  business,  trade  or  profession.  This  seems  to  be  the  principle  underljring 
the  exemption  laws.  But  it  is  obviously  impracticable  to  apply  that  principle  to  an  undi> 
vided  interest  in  a  horse  and  buggy,  which  the  debtor  cannot  claim  to  hold  to  the  exclusion 
of  his  co-tenants.**  "The  property  Is  incapable  of  division,  and  each  of  his  co-tenants  has 
the  same  light  to  the  possession  of  the  horse,  buggy  and  harness  that  he  has.  Tiiere  can 
be  no  exclusive  possession  rightfully  belonging  to  one  tenant  in  common  in  such  property, 
except  with  the  consent  of  the  other  co-tenants.  How  can  the  principle  of  exemption  then  be 
woriced  out  and  applied  to  the  share  of  the  plaintiff?  **  The  court  distinguish  OUman  v. 
WaUiams,  on  t^e  ground  that  "  both  the  owners  claimed  the  exemption,'*  while  in  the 
present  case,  **possibly  the  evidence  will  show  *'  — a  new  trial  being  granted— "  that  only 
one  of  the  owners  is  claiming  that  his  third  is  exempt.** 

At  length  in  Rwjwctt  v.  Lennon,  89  Wis.  673;  20  Am.  Rep.  60,  A.  D.  1876,  the  court,  on  the 
persuasive  authority  of  Pond  v.  KimbaU,  flatly  overrule  OUman  v.  WUliams,  Judge  Colb 
dissenting  on  the  principle  of  stare  decisis .  The  court  say ;  * '  It  was  no  doubt  a  great  tempta- 
tion in  that  case,  as  It  has  been  in  this,  to  support  an  exemption  which  might  have  been,  but 
was  not  properly  asserted;  to  make  the  judgment 'to  do  a  great  right,  do  a  little  wrong.*  But 
the  view  of  the  learned  Judge  who  delivered  the  Judgment  in  that  case  is  clearly  erroneous. 
He  reaaons  that  either  of  the  two  partners  might  have  held  the  whole  property  exempt; 
that  each  might  hold  a  moiety  of  it  exempt ;  and  that  so  the  Joint  suit  by  both  partners  for 
the  whole  could  be  sustained.  He  appears  to  have  overiooked  the  elementary  principle 
that  several  rights  of  several  persons  cannot  be  asserted  in  a  Joint  action  at  all;  that  part- 
ners can  nudntain  an  action  as  such  for  partnership  rights  only.  The  truth  appears  to  be 
that  this  question  was  very  much  disregarded  in  view  of  others  in  that  case,  then  deemed 
9f  much  greater  moment.''  And  yet  the  court  in  that  case  called  this  one  of  "the  more 
difficult  questions  involved.** 

Stewart  v.  Brtnm,  37  N.  Y.  860,  A.  D.  1887.  The  court  say:  "It  is  insisted  that  the  clause 
applies  only  to  a  several  owner,  as  the  word  '  person  *  is  used  in  the  singular  number.  The 
short  answer  is,  that  by  a  provision  in  our  general  law,  when  a  statute  refers  to  any  nuit- 
ter  or  person,  by  words  importing  the  singular  number,  several  matters  or  persons  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  included,  unless  such  a  construction  would  be  repugnant  to  the  general  lan- 
guage employed.  (3  R.  8.  778,  %  II.)  In  respect  to  articles,  otherwise  within  the  terms  of 
the  act,  such  ownership  as  suffices  to  make  them  subject  to  seizure,  brings  them  within 
the  exemption .  If  each  of  the  respondents  bad  owned  a  pair  of  horses,  both  teams  would 
have  been  exempt,  upon  the  state  of  facts  found  by  the  referee.  It  would  be  an  ob\ious 
perversion  of  the  statute,  to  hold  that  the  plaintiffs  forfeited  its  protection,  by  owning  but 
a  single  team  between  them,  used  for  the  common  support  of  both.  The  language  of  the 
act  should  be  construed  in  harmony  with  its  humane  and  remedial  purpose.  Its  design 
was  to  shield  the  poor,  and  not  to  strip  them.  Tlie  interest  it  assumes  to  protect  is  that 
belonging  to  the  debtor,  be  it  more  or  less.  The  ownership  of  the  team  may  be  Joint  or 
teveral;  it  may  be  limited  or  absolute.  Whatever  it  be.  within  the  limitations  of  the  stat- 
■te,  the  del]tor*s  interest  is  exempt,  in  view  of  his  own  neoesstty ,  and  of  the  probable  dee* 
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titution  to  which  its  lo«8  might  reduce  a  family  dependent  on  him  for  support.**  The 
opinion  was  unanimous. 

Uurm  ▼.  Ilarrin,  67  N.  C.  140,  A.  D.  187S.  The  court  sajr,  without  further  consideration: 
**One  of  two  or  more  partners  cannot  have  a  portion  of  the  partnership  eflTecta 
se*  apart  to  him  as  liis  personal  property  exemption,  without  the  consent  of  the  other 
partner  or  partners;  because  the  property  Is  not  his.  But  if  the  other  partner  or  partners 
consent,  then  it  may  be  done.  The  creditors  of  the  firm  cannot  object,  because  they  no 
more  have  a  lien  upon  the  patrtnership  elTeets  for  their  debts,  tlian  creditors  of  an  Individ* 
ual  have  upon  his  elTects.    In  our  ca.He  the  partners  did  assent. " 

This  matter  is  well  summed  up  by  Mr.  Thompson  (Homesteads  and  Exemptions,  f  216), 
as  foUows :  ^*  We  have  then  in  favor  of  the  rule  of  allowing  either  to  a  pcutnership  firm 
or  to  the  individuals  composing  it,  the  exemption  fixed  by  statute,  out  of  the  pcutnership 
assets,  in  case  there  are  not  suflflcient  personal  assets,  a  principle  of  construction  which 
seems  obvious  and  irrefutable,  namely,  that  If  the  debtor  has  any  interest  in  property,  be 
it  real  or  personal,  which,  under  the  general  law,  the  creditor  can  subject  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  his  debt,  the  statute  of  exemptions  will  step  in  and  secure  a  defined  portion  of  it 
to  the  debtor.  Against  this  plain  principle  we  have  a  rule  of  convenience  merely,  sup- 
ported by  a  preponderance  of  authority,  but  confessedly  'based  mainly  upon  the  idea  that 
the  exemption  here  under  consideration  is  several,  personal  and  individual,  as  well  in 
regard  to  the  property  to  which  it  applies  as  to  the  right  conferred;  and  also  upon  the 
Impracticability  of  giving  it  the  application  sought,  growing  out  of  the  nature  of  partner- 
ship  property  and  the  relations  of  partners  to  each  other  and  to  creditors  * —an  impracti- 
oability  which,  in  the  belief  of  the  writer,  is  much  more  fanciful  than  real." 


County  of  Vkrnon  v.  Stewart^ 

(64  Mo.  40R.] 
Statute  of  limitatwnt — payment  hy  administrator  of  one  joint  obligor. 

Part  payment  upon  a  bond,  by  the  administrator  of  one  of  the  obligors  before 
the  statute  of  limitations  has  run  against  it,  will  prevent  the  running  of  the 
statute  as  to  the  other  obligors.* 

A  OTION  on  a  bond.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 
James  B,  Gantt,  for  appellant. 

B.  O,  Boone,  for  respondent,  cited  Smithes  AdmW  v.  Irwifi,  37 
Mo.  169;  Cape  Girardeau  Co.  v.  Harbison^ 8  AdrrCr,  58  id.  90 ;  Va^i 
Keuren  v.  Parmlee,  2  Corast.  523;  Shoemaker  v.  Benedict j  1  Kern. 
176;  Bell  v.  Morrison,  1  Pet.  373;  Knight  v.  Clements,  6  Am.  Rep. 
(45Ala.  89),  693;  Root  v.  Bradley,  1  Kans.  437;  Hathaway  v.  Has- 

*  Compare  Bush  v.  Stovoell  (71  Penn.  St.  208),  10  Am.  Rep.  694;  Seig  ▼.  Acttrd^s  Ex.  (21 
Gratt.  8(fe),  8  Am.  Rep.  <n6;  BearOAey  v.  Haa  (86  Conn.  970),  4  Am.  Rep.  74;  MerrUl  ▼. 
2)air(88N.J.S2),90Am.  Rep.  868;  Knight  ▼.  Ctemente  (46  AU.80),  6  iLm.Rep.OW;  iSoMrw 
4d  V.  Qaies  (46  Md.  604),  £4  Am.  Rep.  506. 
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kell,  9  Pick.  42;  Callaway  County  v.  Nolleyy  31  Mo.  393;  St,  ChaHes 
County  V.  Powell,  22  id.  525;  Ahernathy  v.  DenniSy  49  id.  468. 

Sherwood,  C.  J.  Action  on  a  school  bond  against  defendant 
as  one  of  the  sureties  thereon.     Plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

The  cause  was  tried  December  term,  1874,  of  Henry  Circuit 
Court,  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  upon  the  following  agreed 
statement  of  facts: 

Ist.  The  school  bond,  the  foundation  of  this  suit,  was  offered 
in  evidence  without  objection,  and  was  in  words  and  figures  as 
follows:  "Twelve  months  after  date,  for  value  received,  James 
Clinton  as  principal,  and  John  W.  Stewart  and  James  W.  Morris 
as  securities  jointly  and  severally  promise  to  pay  to  the  county 
of  Vernon,  for  the  use  of  the  common  school  fund  in  said  county, 
the  sum  of  seventy-eight  and  sixty-one  hundredths  dollars,  to 
be  paid  into  the  treasury  of  the  county  of  Vernon  when  this  bond 
shall  become  due,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per  an- 
num from  date  until  paid,  and  which  interest  is  payable  on  the  3l8t 
day  of  December  in  each  year,  and  in  case  of  default  in  payment  of 
the  interest,  or  failure  of  the  principal  in  this  bond  to  give  addi- 
tional security  when  thereto  lawfully  required,  both  the  principal 
and  interest  shall  become  due  and  payable  forthwith,  and  all 
interest  not  punctually  paid  shall  become  principal  and  bear  inter- 
est at  the  same  rate  as  principal.  Witness  our  hands  and  seals  this 
first  day  of  January,  1860. 

**  James  Clinton,  [seal.] 

"John  W.  Stewart,       [seal.] 
"James  W.  Morris.        [seal.]" 

It  had  also  the  following  indorsement  on  it :  "  Filed  and  ap- 
proved by  the  court,  February  9th,  1860;  D.  C.  Hunter,  clerk, 
by  Allen  Blake,  deputy  clerk."  Also  the  following:  "$44.33 
principal  paid  December  2,  1869,  L.  C.  Hall,  per  Wey,  and  also 
allowed  on  the  within  bond  the  sum  of  $98.13,  in  the  third  class 
of  demands  June  7th,  1867,  Albert  Badger,  probate  judge." 

It  was  then  mutually  agreed  by  plaintiff  and  defendant  that 
the  payment  set  up  in  the  petition  was  made  as  stated  in  the 
petition,  and  that  J.  P.  Maxey  was  duly  and  legally  appointed 
and  qualified  as  administrator  of  James  Clinton,  one  of  the  obli- 
gors named  in  the  bond  sued  on,  and  that  said  Maxey,  as  adminis- 
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trator  of  Clinton,  on  the  2d  day  of  December,  1869,  and  before 
the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations  had  attached  or  run  against 
plaintiff,  made  a  payment  of  $43.33  on  said  bond.  And  it  was 
further  agreed  that  each  and  every  fact  stated  by  plaintiff  in  his 
petition  was  true. 

On  part  of  the  defendant  no  evidence  at  all  was  introduced,  de- 
fendant taking  the  position  that  plaintiff  could  not  recover  on  the 
facts  as  stated. 

The  court  took  the  same  view  of  the  matter,  gave  a  declaration 
of  law  to  that  effect,  and  judgment  for  defendant. 

Repeated  decisions  of  this  court  have  settled  the  matter  beyond 
controversy,  that  the  payment  of  a  portion  of  a  debt  evidenced 
by  a  promissory  note,  or  similar  obligation,  by  one  of  the  payors 
before  the  expiration  of  the  statutory  period,  would  prevent  the 
operation  of  the  statute  against  the  co-maker  as  well  as  the  party 
paying.  Craig  v.  Callaway  County,  12  Mo.  94;  Lawrence  County 
V.  Dunkle,  35  id.  395;  Block  v.  Dorman,  51  id.  31.  And  no  reason 
is  seen  why  the  same  principle  is  not  applicable,  where,  as  in  the 
present  instance,  the  legal  representative  of  one  of  the  makers  makes 
a  similar  payment.  The  statute,  after  treating  of  new  promises  and 
acknowledgments  in  writing  and  the  effect  to  be  given  them,  explic- 
itly provides  :  ''Nothing  contained  in  the  two  preceding  sections 
shall  alter,  take  away,  or  lessen  the  effect  of  payment  of  principal 
or  interest  by  any  person,^''  thus  clearly  showing  that  the  legislature 
intended  to  make,  and  did  make,  a  marked  distinction  between  the 
attendant  results  of  promises  or  acknowledgments  on  the  one  hand, 
and  partial  payments  on  the  other.  And  if  that  language  just  quoted 
will  not  comprehend  the  payment  by  an  administrator,  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  see  what  language,  short  of  a  direct  designation  of  the 
administrator,  would  be  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  accomplish 
that  result.  Had  Clinton,  the  principal  in  the  bond,  remained 
alive  and  made  the  payment  referred  to,  no  doubt  could  arise, 
under  the  foregoing  decisions,  but  that  such  payments  would 
effectually  prevent  the  operation  of  the  statute  afi  to  the  defend- 
ant. Can  it  alter  the  nature  of  the  case,  because  the  duty  of  pay- 
ing the  debt  is  devolved  upon  the  administrator,  rather  than,  and 
instead  of,  the  decedent? 

We  are  clear  that  it  cannot.  If  the  defendant,  instead  of  the 
administrator,  had  made  the  payment,  could  it  be  seriously  doubted 
that  he  would  have  recourse  against  the  estate  of  his  principal? 
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Upon  what  theory  would  such  recovery  be  founded,  except  that  of 
tlie  continued  existence  of  the  mutuality  and  privity  incident  to 
the  contract  at  the  time  of  its  formation?  In  McClurg  v.  Howard^ 
45  Mo.  365,  it  was  held  that  although  the  partnership  was  dissolved, 
yet  a  partial  payment  before  the  statute  had  run  by  Howard^s 
former  copartners  would  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  as  to  him. 
And  it  would  seem  obvious  that  the  dissolution  of  a  copartnerahip 
could  accomplish  no  less  toward  sundering  existing  relations  than 
the  death  of  one  or  two  or  more  joint  obligors.  The  cases  of 
SmitVs  Admr.  v.  Irwin,  37  Mo.  169,  and  that  of  Cape  Girardeau 
County  Y.  Harbison,  Admr.,  58  id.  90,  have  not  the  slightest  appli- 
cability here;  because  in  neither  case  had  any  payment  been  made 
by  the  administrator.  In  the  former  an  allowance  was  had  against 
the  estate  of  one  of  the  makers,  after  the  statute  had  attached,  and 
in  the  latter  case,  the  administlrator  had,  in  making  a  deed  of  trust, 
acknowledged,  after  the  claim  was  barred,  the  existence  of  the  debt. 
Any  remarks,  therefore,  in  those  cases,  which  are  dehors  the  con- 
trolling facts  incident  to  each,  cannot  be  deemed  as  possessed  of 
any  authoritative  value. 

Holding  these  views,  we  shall  reverse  the  judgment,  and  as  it  is 
apparent,  from  the  facts  agreed  on,  that  it  would  serve  no  useful 
purpose  to  remand  the  cause,  we  shall  direct  such  a  judgment  aa 
plaintiff  should  have  recovered  below  to  be  entered  here. 

All  the  other  judges  concur. 

Judgmeni  reversed. 


Q 


SlATB  EX  BEL.  NOBTON  V.  LUPTOK. 

(64  Mo.  415.) 

OoHttUuHonat  lam  —  quo  warraiUo  — jury  trial 

I  of  quo  warranto  the  defendant  has  no  constitutional  right  to  ajQI| 

trial.* 

UO  WARRANTO.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 


Grew  S  Hess,  for  appellant. 

W.  H.  Phelps,  with  WaJser  S  Cunningham,  for  respondent. 

«8ee  wntra.  People  ▼.  Albany  A  Susquehanna  R.  R.  Co.^  6T  N.  T.  IfiL 
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Hough,  J.  This  was  an  information  in  tlie  nature  of  a  qtto 
warranto,  brought  at  the  relation  of  W.  S.  Norton  against  the 
defendant,  Lupton,  for  an  alleged  intrusion  into  and  usurpation  of 
the  office  of  city  marshal  of  the  town  of  Joplin. 

It  api>ears  from  the  record  that  the  defendant  was,  in  October, 
1873,  electa  city  marshal  of  said  town  of  Joplin,  and  soon  there- 
after duly  qualified  and  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  liis  duties. 
In  the  following  April  an  order  was  made  by  the  city  council, 
removing  him  from  office  for  some  alleged  official  misconduct,  and 
the  relator  was  appointed  to  fill  his  place.  In  pursuance  of  a  pro- 
vision in  the  city  charter  authorizing  tlie  city  council  to  provide 
by  ordinance  for  the  removal  from  office  of  all  city  officers,  for 
neglect  of  duty  or  misconduct  in  office,  an  ordinance  was  passed 
declaring  that  any  officer  who  should  fail  or  refu.se  to  obey  any 
ordinance,  resolution  or  order  of  the  board  of  councilmen,  sliould 
be  deemed  guilty  of  a  neglect  of  duty,  and  tliat  any  officer  who 
should  willfully  violate  any  ordinance,  resolution  or  order  of  the 
city  council,  or  any  provision  of  the  original  or  amended  cliarter, 
or  who  should  be  guilty  of  habitual  drunkenness,  should  be  deemed 
guilty  of  misconduct  in  office.  The  following  record  was  read  in 
evidence  to  establish  the  amotion  of  the  defendant:  "Charges were 
preferred  and  filed  by  Judge  Jacob  llogle,  affiant,  against  J.  W. 
Lupton,  defendant,  for  misconduct  in  office  and  neglect  of  duty. 
Signed:  Lee  Taylor,  Mayor,  J.  W.  Ried,  Clerk.  April  16th,  1874. 
The  case  of  the  City  of  Joplin  v.  J,  IF.  Lupton  was  t^ken  up  and 
some  additional  evidence  taken  in  behalf  of  the  defendant;  the 
board  then  retired  for  a  few  minutes,  and  returned  the  following 
verdict,  viz. :  The  board  of  councilmen  find  J.  W.  Lupton  guilty 
of  neglect  of  duty  and  misconduct  in  office,  and,  on  motion,  it  was 
resolved  that  he  be  discharged  from  the  office  of  city  marshal  and 
said  office  is  hereby  declared  Yacant.'* 

The  defendant  demanded  a  jury,  which  was  refused,  and  the 
cause  was  tried  by  the  court  and  a  judgment  of  ouster  was  ren* 
dered  against  the  defendant,  from  which  he  has  appealed  to  this 
court. 

Some  doubt  has  been  expressed  by  the  courts  of  last  resort,  in 
several  of  the  States,  as  to  whether  the  constitutional  right  of 
trial  by  jury  extends  to  cases  of  information  in  the  nature  of  quo 
warranto.  State  ex  rel.  y.  Allen.  5  Eans.  213;  State  v.  Johnsouy  26 
Ark.  281.    In  the  latter  case,  the  act  of  3  Geo.  II,  eh.  26,  provid- 
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ing  for  juries  in  informations  in  the  nature  of  quo  tuairanfo,  was 
cited  as  supporting  the  view  that  at  common  law  questions  of  fact 
in  such  cases  were  tried  by  the  court,  otherwise  there  would  have 
been  no  necessity  for  the  act.  The  old  writ  of  quo  warranto  was  a 
:;ivil  writ  at  the  suit  of  the  crown,  and  the  information  in  the 
nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  though  originally  a  criminal  prosecution, 
has  long  been  regarded  as  a  purely  civil  proceeding,  notwithstand- 
ing the  court  still  possesses  the  power  to  fine  any  person  adjudged 
therein  to  be  guilty  of  usurping,  intruding  into  or  unlawfully  hold- 
ing and  executing  any  office  or  franchise;  and  if  the  provisions  of 
our  practice  act,  relating  to  trials  by  jury  in  civil  cases,  can  be  held 
to  be  applicable  to  informations  in  quo  warranto,  a  jury  to  try  dis- 
puted questions  of  fact  in  such  cases  cannot  be  demanded  as  a 
matter  of  right.  In  the  case  of  Tlie  State  v.  Vail,  53  Mo.  97,  which 
was  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  brought  by 
the  attorney-general  ex  officio,  it  was  said  that  the  defendant  was 
not  entitled  to  demand  a  jury.  In  the  case  of  T/ie  State  v.  Towns- 
ley,  which  was  a  like  proceeding,  a  jury  was  accorded  ex  gratia. 
We  see  no  error  in  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  call  a  jury. 

[Omitting  a  minor  point] 

The  record  is  insufficient  to  show  a  lawful  amotion,  and  the  judg- 
ment will  be  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded  ;  the  other  judges 
concur,  ' 

Reversed  and  remanded. 


LiLLis  V.  St.  Louis,  Kansas  City  &  Nokthbkn  R.  Ckx 

(04  Mo.  464.) 
Chmmuiaiion  raUwof  Heket  f^r  limited  time — rights  of  holder, 

A  commutation  railway  ticket,  conditioned  to  be  *'  good  for  1,000  miles  **  and 
**  within  Bix  months/'  ia  not  good  after  six  months,  altliough  the  holder  has 
not  travelled  1,000  miles  on  it;  and  where,  after  the  expiration  of  that  period, 
he  enters  the  baggage  car  of  the  company ,  and  refuses  to  pay  his  fare  except 
by  presenting  such  ticket,  he  is  a  trespasser,  and  may  be  ejected  at  any  point, 
and  is  not  entitled  to  tlie  benefit  of  a  statute  which  prohibits  the  ejection  oi 

,    pafleengefs  except  near  a  dwe11ing>bouse  or  at  a  station. 
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ACTION  of  damages  for  ejection   from  a  railway  train.     The 
opinion  states  the  facts.     The  plaintiff   had  judgment,   and 
the  defendant  appealed. 

Wells  H.  Blodgett,  fur  appellant. 

jichenor  t6  Warner,  for  respondent. 

Henry,  J.  On  the  18th  day  of  June,  1873,  the  plaintiff  pur- 
chased of  the  defendant  a  thousand-mile  ticket,  to  be  used  within 
fiix  months  from  that  date  on  defendant's  railroad.  The  following 
is  a  correct  representation  of  the  face  of  the  ticket: 


j  1111  1  11102  -^:;^222  2  233300 
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This  Ticket  is  good  for  1000  miles  traveled  on  the  St. 
Louis,  Kansas  City  &  Nortiiern  Kaiiway  and  branches, 
only  when  properly  stamped  and  presented,  within  six 
months  frome  date,  by 

LAWRENCE  LILLIS, 

under  the  conditions  printed  on  bacli. 
*    *    lbs.  batrgage  paid. 


No.  1324. 


F.  CHANDLER, 
Gen'l  Pus'er.  A  Pt.  Agt. 
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On  the  back  of  said  ticket  were  the  following  conditions: 

1.  *•  This  ticket  is  good  only  for  passage  of  the  person  named 
thereon,  and  if  presented  by  any  other  person,  the  conductor  will 
take  it  up  and  collect  full  fare. 

2.  "  For  each  trip,  the  conductor  will  punch  out  figures  indicat- 
ing the  number  of  miles  travelled  with  him  on  that  trip.  The 
holder  must  in  all  cases  take  a  train  which  stops  regularly  at  the  sta- 
tion to  which  he  is  going. 

3.  '*  No  portion  of  the  money  received  for  this  ticket  will  be 
refunded  on  account  of  failure  to  use  it  within  the  specified  time^ 
nor  will  its  limits  be  extended.  It  will  not  be  good  for  passage 
unless  presented  within  the  limits  named  below. 

4.  ^' This  ticket  is  good  for  freight  trains,  only  on  the  express 
conditions  that  the  passenger  named  on  it,  while  on  such  trains, 
assumes  all  risk  of  accident  and  expressly  agrees  that  the  company 
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shall  not  be  liable,  tinder  any  circumstances,  whether  of  negligence 
by  their  agents  or  otherwise,  for  any  injury  to  the  person,  or  for 
any  loss  or  injury  to  the  property  of  the  passenger  using  the  ticket, 
and  agrees  that  he,  or  she,  will  not  consider  the  company  as  com* 
mon  carriers,  or  liable  to  him,  or  her,  as  such. 
5.  "This  ticket  is  good  only  until  December  18th,  1873." 
On  the  9th  day  of  February,  1874,  the  plaintiff,  at  Kansas  City, 
entered  the  baggage  car  attached  to  one  of  defendant's  passenger 
trains,  bound  for  St.  Louis,  and  when  the  conductor  of  the  train, 
8.  H.  Miller,  applied  to  him  for  his  fare,  or  ticket  to  his  place  of 
destination,  he  tendered  this  1000  mile  ticket.  The  conductor  told 
him  he  could  not  pass  him  on  that  ticket  Plaintiff  said  he  would 
not  pay  his  fare.  Conductor  then  told  him  he  would  put  him  off. 
Plaintiff  said  "  that  is  all  right."  The  conductor  pulled  the  bell- 
cord  and  asked  plaintiff  to  get  off,  and  he  again  said  he  would  not. 
The  conductor  then  took  hold  of  him  to  put  him  off,  and  plaintiff 
resisted.  This  is  the  plaintiff^s  own  statement.  The  conductor 
not  being  able  to  eject  plaintiff  from  the  ear,  called  to  his  assistance 
the  baggage-master,  who  also  took  hold  of  plaintiff,  and  told 
him  he  had  better  get  off  and  have  no  trouble,  and  remark- 
ing w)  plaintiff  that  he  and  the  conductor  could  not  put 
plaintiff  off,  they  loft  him  and  went  back  into  the  pas- 
senger car,  but  in  a  short  time  returned  with  several  other  em- 
ployees of  the  company,  who  finally  succeeded  in  putting  plaintiff 
and  his  baggage  off,  at  a  place  about  one  mile  from  Harlem  station, 
and  four  miles  from  the  next  station  east,  and  almost  six  hundred 
yards  from  a  house  north  of  the  road,  but  whether  a  dwelling- 
house  or  not,  the  evidence  leaves  in  doubt.  This  occurred  a  little 
before  sunset,  and  plaintiff  walked  back  to  Kansas  City,  arriving 
there  before  dark.  Plaintiff  received  a  cut  on  the  head  and  on  the 
little  finger,  and  he  testified  that  at  one  time  during  the  melee  he 
had  hold  of  the  conductor's  coat,  and  the  latter  struck  him  a  blow 
on  the  forehead,  and  that  some  one  called  out  to  the  conductor, 
"  don't  strike  him  in  the  face."  Plaintiff  offered  all  the  resistance  in 
his  power,  and  is  a  man  of  considerable  physical  strength.  We 
infer  from  the  evidence  that  he  was,  physically,  a  powerful  man. 

Plaintiff  is  contradicted  by  the  conductor  in  regard  to  the  latter 

striking  him,  nor  is  he  corroborated  in  his  testimony,  on  that  point, 

by  any  other  witness.     It  seems,  from  his  testimony,  that  he  had 

consulted  a  lawyer,  who  gave  it  as  his  opinion,  that  although  dz 

Vol.  XXVn  —  33 
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months  from  the  date  of  tlie  one  thousand  mile  ticket  had  expired^ 
he  had  a  right  to  ride  on  the  defendant's  road  until  he  had  trav- 
elled tlie  one  thousand  miles.  lie  had  travelled  four  hundred  and 
fifty  miles  on  that  ticket,  and  if  valid  there  were  enough  miles 
remaining  to  carry  him  to  St.  Louis.  The  injuries  received  by 
plaintiff  did  not  disable  him,  or  interfere  with  his  business,  except 
to  detain  him  at  Kansas  City  until  the  next  train  went  east,  not 
exceeding  twenty-four  hours.  Plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  to 
recover  damages,  and  on  a  trial  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Jackson 
county  had  a  verdict  for  $3,000,  but  at  the  suggestion  of  the  court 
entered  a  remtitUur  of  $1,000,  and  judgment  was  then  rendered  in 
his  favor  for  $2,000,  from  which  defendant  has  appealed  to  this 
court. 

[Omitting  instructions.] 

Instruction  refused:  6.  *'If  the  jury  find,  from  the  evidence, 
that  the  plaintiff  knew  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  ticket  read 
in  evidence,  and  tiiat  with  such  knowledge  he  did,  on  the  9th  day 
of  February,  1874,  enter  and  remain  in  a  baggage  car  attached  to 
a  passenger  train  on  the  defendant's  road,  with  a  design  of  being 
conveyed  upon  said  ticket  from  Kansas  City  to  St.  Louis,  without 
paying  or  intending  to  pay  to  the  defendant  any  fare,  and  that  he 
refused  to  pay  his  fare  after  the  same  was  demanded  of  him  by  the 
conductor,  then  the  jury  is  instructed  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
become  a  passenger  upon  said  train,  and  the  conductor  thereof  had 
aright  to  stop  said  train  at  any  place,  and  use  sufficient  force  to  expel 
or  eject  the  plaintiff  and  his  baggage  from  said  car  without  render- 
ing  the  defendant  liable  in  this  action." 

The  court  refused  to  give  the  said  instruction  No.  6,  and 
defendant  excepted. 

The  instruction  asked  by  defendant  and  refused  by  the  court 
pi^esents  the  question,  whether  on  the  facts  in  this  case  plaintiff 
was  a  passenger  on  defendant's  train,  and  as  such  entitled  to  the 
rights  and  immunities  secured  to  passengers  by  the  law. 

It  is  evident  that  plaintiff  entered  the  train  determined  not  to 
pay  any  fare,  but  to  travel  upon  his  one  thousand  mile  ticket,  or 
be  ejected  from  the  train.  He  at  no  time  offered  to  pay  any  fare, 
declared  repeatedly  that  he  would  not,  and  had  previously  taken 
the  opinion  of  a  lawyer,  who  had  advised  him  that  he  had  a  right 
to  ride  on  defendant's  road  until  he  had  travelled  the  entire 
number  of  miles  specified,  without  regard  to  time. 
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He  knew  the  conditions  printed  on  the  back  of  the  ticket;  and 
on  its  face  was  an  express  printed  stipulation  that  the  ticket  was 
good,  "  when  properly  stamped  and  presented  within  six  months 
from  date  by  Lawrence  Lillis,  under  the  conditions  printed  on  the 
back." 

He  testifies  that  he  knew  what  the  conditions  were.  When 
the  conductor  refused  to  carry  him  on  that  ticket,  he  did  not 
leave  the  train  when  ordered  to  do  so  — which  he  might  have  done 
and  instituted  a  suit  if  he  desired  to  test  the  correctness  of  his 
lawyer's  opinion,  that  he  had  a  right  to  ride  on  that  pass  —  but  by 
physical  resistance  compelled  the  conductor  to  call  to  his  assist- 
ance three  or  four  other  employees  to  eject  him  from  the  car. 
That  he  went  into  that  car  with  the  deliberate  purpose  of  laying 
the  foundation  for  a  lawsuit,  with  no  intention  of  becoming  a  pas- 
senger unless  he  could  by  muscular  power  compel  the  conductor 
to  carry  him,  is  from  the  evidence  in  the  case  beyond  all  contro- 
versy, and  he  was  as  much  a  trespasser  as  if  ho  had  gone  into 
that  express  car  to  rob  it  of  its  contents.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, is  he  to  be  regarded  as  a  passenger  ?  We  think  not, 
and  to  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  disregard  well-established  prin- 
ciples, which  in  cases  between  individuals  no  court  would  hesitate 
to  recognize. 

Merchants,  shop-keepers  and  hotel-keepers,  by  the  very  nature 
of  their  respective  occupation,  give  a  general  invitation  to  all  per- 
sons to  enter  their  house  of  business,  but  if  one  entered  one  of 
these  business  houses  for  the  purpose  of  pilfering  or  committing 
some  other  depredation,  and  is  ejected,  he  cannot  have  an  action 
for  the  trespass,  and  the  general  license  given  to  enter  would 
avail  him  nothing  in  a  suit  against  the  proprietor.  He  might 
recover  if  more  force  were  used  than  was  necessary  to  put  him  out, 
but  the  general  implied  invitation  would  not  be  allowed  to  be  con- 
sidered by  a  jury  in  determining  the  amount  of  his  damages. 

In  the  Union  Pac.  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Nichols^  8  Kans.  505 ;  s.  c,  18 
Am.  Rep.  475,  the  facts  were  that  plaintiff  was  introduced  to  the 
conductor  of  the  train  by  the  express  messenger,  as  an  express  mes- 
8en«;er  learning  the  route;  that  the  conductor,  supposing  him  to  be 
as  represented,  allowed  him  to  ride  in  the  baggage  car  without  paying 
any  fare.  The  baggage  car  was  turned  over,  injuring  the  plaintiff 
seriously  —  for  which  he  sued  the  company  and  recovered  a  judg- 
ment for  $22,500.     The  Supreme  Court  held  that  "  the  plaintiff 
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was  not  ^passenger,  within  the  true  legal  signification  of  the  term, 
he  did  not  get  into  or  ride  in  any  passenger  car,  and  he  did  not 
pay  or  agree  to  pay  any  hire  or  reward  for  his  passage." 

Here  plaintiff  did  not  pay  any  fare  but  positively  refused  to 
do  so  —  expressly  refused  to  make  a  contract  by  which  the  relation 
of  passenger  and  carrier  would  be  established  between  him  and 
the  company. 

The  case  of  Robertson  y.  JV.  V.  &  E,  R.  R.  Co.,  22  Barb.  92, 
was  one  in  which  plaintiff,  with  knowledge  that  the  engineer  had 
no  authority  from  defendant  to  permit  him  to  ride  upon  the  engine 
by  the  permission  of  the  engineer  did  ride  upon  it  and  was  injured, 
by  reason  of  the  negligence  or  want  of  skill  of  defendant's  employ- 
ees, while  so  riding. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  New  York  held  that  *'  he  was  a  wrong- 
doer the  moment  he  stepped  his  foot  upon  the  engine,  and  so  con- 
tinued until  he  was  injured,  and  could  not  recover." 

If  a  wrong-doer,  it  must  have  been  because  he  had  no  right  to 
ride  on  the  engine.  In  the  case  at  bar,  plaintiff  had  no  right  to 
ride  on  that  train  on  his  one  thousand  mile  ticket,  and  he  knew  it 
because  the  stipulation  on  the  face,  and  the  indorsements  on  the 
back  of  the  ticket,  were  clear  and  explicit  to  that  effect.  He  went 
into  that  car  not  intending  to  acquire  a  right  to  ride  on  that  train, 
but  to  compel  ths  conductor  to  pass  him  on  a  void  ticket,  or  to 
make  a  case  for  a  suit  for  damages.  His  entry  into  the  car  was 
made  with  an  evil  intent,  and  he  is  entitled  to  no  favor,  but  only 
to  the  rights  which  the  law  gives  a  trespasser. 

The  cases  cited  by  appellee's  counsel  as  authorities  for  the  posi- 
tion that  plaintiff  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  passenger  do  not  sup- 
port it.  In  53  111.  plaintiff  entered  the  caboose  car  of  a  freight 
train,  which,  by  a  rule  of  the  company,  was  forbidden  to  carry 
passengers,  but  sometimes  did  carry  passengers,  and  there  were 
passengers  then  on  the  train  with  tickets  procured  from  the  com- 
pany. 

Plaintiff  tendered  his  fare  to  the  conductor,  who  refused  to 
receive  it,  and  put  plaintiff  of  the  train. 

The  court  held  that  he  was  a  passenger.  The  difference  between 
that  and  the  case  at  bar  is  so  palpable  that  it  needs  no  comment, 
and  an  equally  striking  difference  will  be  observed  between  this  and 
the  case  in  Chicago  &  A.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Randolph,  53  111.  510;  s.  c, 
5  Am.  Hep.  60 ;  Dunn  v.  Grand  T.  Ry.,  58  Me.  187  ;  s.  c,  4  Am. 
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Rep.  267;  Mobile  £  0,  R  R.  Co.  v.  Mc Arthur,  43  Miss.  180,  and 
(TDonneU  v.  Alleg.  E.  R.  Co.,  59  Penn.  St.  239.  If  plaintiff  had 
no  right  to  ride  oa  defendant's  train,  on  that  ticket,  the  cou- 
dnctor  had  a  right  to  put  him  off;  and  not  being  a  passenger,  it 
makes  no  difference,  whether  at  the  station,  or  near  a  dwelling- 
bouse  or  not,  because  §  28  (Wagn.  Stat.  307)  has  in  that  case  no 
application.  He  had  no  right  to  use  any  more  force  than  was 
necessary  to  eject  plaintiff,  but  had  a  right  to  use  as  much  force  as 
was  necessary  for  that  purpose. 

[Omitting  some  minor  considerations.] 

Judgment  reversed  and  cause  remanded* 

The  other  judges  concur. 


International  Bank  op  St.  Louis  v.  Franklin  Ooitntt. 

(66  Mo.  105.) 
County  warrants  —  acknowledgment  of  indebtedness, 

A  county  warrant,  payable  '*oat  of  any  money  in  the  treasury  appropriated 
for  county  expenditures/'  is  both  a  judicial  ascertainment  and  a  written 
acknowledgment  of  indebtedness  by  the  county,  and,  if  not  paid,  an  action 
may  be  maintained  on  it  whether  there  is  money  in  the  treasury  to  pay  it 
or  not 

A  CTION  on  county  warrants.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

John  W.  Booth,  for  appellant 
«7.  C.  Kiahaddon,  for  respondent. 

Sherwood,  C.  J.  Action  on  ten  county  warrants  made  payable 
**out  of  any  money  in  the  treasury  appropriated  for  county 
expenditures.**  The  single  issue  tendered  by  the  answer  was  con- 
tained in  the  denial  that  the  warrants  "  were  due  and  payable." 
Judgment  went  for  plaintiffs.  The  motion  in  arrest  having  ques- 
tioned  the  sufficiency  of  the  petition  necessitates  an  examination 
of  its  allegation;  not  to  determine  whether  a  demurrer  would 
have  been  well  taken,  for  we  have  no  doubt  on  this  score,  but  in 
order  to  determine  whether  the  allegations  are  of  such  a  nature  as 
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will,  with  the  intendments  which  the  law  will  supply,  be  safficient 
after  verdict.  The  petition  in  brief  states  the  drawing  of  the  war- 
rants in  favor  of  and  their  delivery  to  Bauer,  that  subsequently  for 
a  valuable  consideration  plaintiff  became  the  holder  and  owner  of 
the  warrants,  presented  the  same  to  the  treasurer  for  payment, 
which  was  refused  because  of  no  money  in  the  treasury,  and  that 
fact  duly  indorsed  on  the  warrants;  that  the  same  were  duly  regis- 
tered by  the  treasurer,  who,  on  the  order  of  the  county  court,  in 
the  year  1871,  paid  plaintiff  two  years'  interest  on  the  warrants; 
that  the  warrants  were  due  plaintiff  and  unpaid,  and  therefore 
judgment  was  asked. 

[Omitting  the  question  of  plaintiffs  title.] 

The  conclusion  reached  on  these  points  must  acccomplish  a 
reversal  of  the  judgment,  but  inasmuch  as  a  new  trial  may  prob- 
ably occur,  it  is  thought  best  to  discuss  other  matters. 

It  will  be  observed  respecting  warrants  of  the  sort  under  con- 
sideration that  the  statute  (1  W.  S.,  §  32,  p.  415)  provides  that 
"  every  such  warrant  shall  be  drawn  for  the  whole  amount  ascer- 
tained to  be  due  to  the  person  entitled  to  the  same.''  So  that, 
according  to  express  statutory  provision,  each  warrant  is  an  ascer- 
tainment that  the  sum  therein  mentioned  is  "  due  "  to  the  person 
in  whose  favor  the  warrant  is  drawn.  And  it  will  be  farther 
obseiTcd  that  the  preceding  section  (31)  makes  it  the  duty  of  the 
court  before  ordering  their  clerk  to  issue  a  warrant,  to  ascertain 
the  *^  sum  of  money  to  be  due  from  the  county."  In  consequence 
of  these  provisions  of  the  statute,  it  follows  that  each  warrant, 
whether  drawn  on  dk  general  or  special  fund,  for  the  statute  makes 
no  distinction,  is  both  a  judicial  ascertainment  and  a  written 
acknowledgment  of  indebtedness  by  the  county.  In  short,  it  is  to 
all  intents  and  purposes  the  promissory  note  of  the  county.  Abun- 
dant authorities,  if  indeed  authorities  are  needed,where  the  expres- 
sion of  the  legislative  will  is  so  plain,  sustain  this  position.  In  Terry 
V.  City  of  Mihoaukeey  15  Wis.  490,  where  the  action  was  brought 
on  certain  ordera  made  payable  out  of  any  money  belonging  to  the 
school  fund,  drawn  on  the  city  treasurer  by  the  board  of  school 
commissioners,  the  law  authorizing  such  orders  to  be  thus  drawn, 
and  payment  having  been  by  the  treasurer  refused,  it  was  said: 

**  The  holder  of  these  orders,  it  is  claimed,  stands  in  precisely  the 
same  relation  to  the  city  that  a  holder  of  a  check  upon  a  bank, 
drawn  by  a  party  having  no  funds  in  the  bank,  does  in  respect  to 
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the  bank  upon  which  it  is  drawn.  It  appears  to  us  that  this  is  an 
erroneous  view  of  the  subject.  *  *  *  Xhe  orders  drawn  by  the 
officers  of  the  school  board  are  as  much  evidence  of  the  indebted- 
ness against  the  city  as  an  order  drawn  by  the  mayor  and  clerk 
would  be.  *  *  *  It  is  quite  true  that  the  law  provides  that  the 
school  fund  shall  be  exclusively  applied  to  the  payment  of  the 
teachers'  salaries  and  the  other  necessary  expenses  of  the  public 
scliools;  but  suppose  the  fund  is  inadequate  and  insufficient  to 
me  t  these  expenses  and  discharge  the  orders  of  the  school  board, 
is  there  no  remedy  against  the  city?  We  have  no  doubt  about  the 
liability  of  the  city  on  these  school  orders.  And  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  city  authorities  to  raise  money  to  pay  them,  as  much  as  to  dis- 
charge any  other  just  indebtedness  against  it.  *  *  *  If  the 
city  authorities  neglect  to  exercise  this  power,  or  fail  to  levy  and 
collect  a  revenue  sufficient  to  meet  its  indebtedness,  this  is  no 
reason  why  it  should  be  relieved  from  all  liability  to  those  who 
have  just  claims  against  it  for  teaching  its  public  schools.  It  seems 
to  us  there  can  be  no  doubt  about  the  correctness  of  these  princi- 
ples of  law." 

In  Board  of  Commissioners  of  Floyd  Co,  v.  Day,  19  Ind.  450,  it 
was  held  that:  **  The  auditor  of  the  county  is  authorized  bylaw  to 
audit  claims  against  the  county,  and  to  draw  his  warrant  or  order 
upon  the  treasury  for  their  payment.  Such  order  when  drawn  is 
in  legal  effect  the  promissory  note  of  the  county."  In  Clark  v.  Des 
Moines,  19  Iowa,  199,  Judge  Dillon,  speaking  for  the  court,  said: 
''It  is  claimed  by  the  city  that  the  warrants  issued  for  road  pur- 
poses are  payable  out  of  a  'particular  fund,'  and  that  the  obligation 
to  pay  depends  upon  the  existence  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  special 
fund.  *  *  *  There  is  nothing  in  the  charter  which  favors  the 
notion  that  the  liability  of  the  city  for  road  debts  is  conditioned 
upon  the  existence  of  road  funds  in  the  treasury.  For  road  debts 
the  city  is  absolutely  and  unconditionally  liable  as  for  other  debts. 
This  liability  cannot  be  controlled  or  varied  by  the  form  in  which 
warrants  may  be  drawn  or  worded  by  the  municipal  officers."  In 
OampbeU  v.  The  Co^mty  of  Polk,  3  Iowa,  467,  suit  was  brought  on 
the  county  warrants,  drawn  payable  out  of  any  money  not  other- 
wise appropriated,  and  it  was  claimed  on  behalf  of  the  county  that 
the  creditor  in  order  to  recover  should  allege  and  show  that  there 
was  money  in  the  treasury;  but  the  court  said:  "It  is  as  clear  to 
us  as  any  proposition  can  be  that  he  should  not  be  held  to  this. 
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He  is  obliged  to  have  his  claim  settled  by  the  county  judge;  the 
judge  cannot  pay  the  money,  but  is  obliged  to  draw  a  warrant  on 
the  treasurer  for  it.  Now,  is  there  any  reason  or  justice  in  saying 
that  the  creditor  must  allege  and  prove  funds  to  be  in  the  treasui7, 
because  he  took  a  warrant,  or  because  he  took  such  a  one?  Upon 
a  refusal  to  pay,  he  might  return  the  warrant  and  sue  on  the  orig- 
inal consideration,  and  then  he  would  be  relieved  from  that 
responsibility.  In  the  opinion  of  this  court  these  warrants  were 
payable  generally,  and  if  there  was  no  money  in  the  treasury  the 
county  is  answerable.  All  considerations  of  justice  and  of  good 
law  require  this  decision."  To  the  same  effect  are  Lyell  v.  Super* 
visors,  eto.y  6  McL.  446  ;  Savage  v.  Supervisors,  etc.,  10  Wis.  49 ; 
Paddock  v.  Symonds,!!  Barb.  117.  The  soundness  of  the  above  doc- 
trine cannot,  we  think,  be  successfully  questioned.  Nor  can  any 
good  reason  be  shown  why  a  county  having,  as  in  the  present 
instance,  given  her  written  acknowledgments  of  indebtedness, 
should  not  occupy  precisely  the  same  footing  as  an  individual  would 
under  like  circumstances.  If  this  be  not  so,  of  what  avail  is  it  to 
obtain  a  warrant  at  all?  None  whatever.  In  Mansfield  v.  Fuller, 
50  Mo.  338,  where  the  pay  claimed  for  certain  services  would  come 
"from  the  general  revenue  of  the  county,''  it  was  held  that  man* 
damns  would  not  lie  until  the  claim  was  first  reduced  to  judgment; 
and  in  State  ex  reL  White  v.  Clay  County y  46  Mo.  231,  where  the  war- 
rants were  drawn  payable  **  out  of  any  money  in  the  treasury  appro^ 
priated  for  county  expenses,"  it  was  held  that  the  warrants  being 
given,  for  the  ordinary  indebtedness  of  the  county,  mandamus 
could  not  lie  till  judgment  on  such  warrants  was  first  obtained; 
and  in  Howell  v.  Reynolds  Co,,  51  Mo.  154,  where  the  warrants  sued 
were  of  similar  form  to  those  in  the  case  at  bar,  it  was  held  in  sub- 
stance that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  without  alleging  and 
proving  "  that  there  were  funds  in  the  treasury  out  of  which  the 
warrants  might  have  been  paid,  and  that  the  treasurer  refused  to 
pay  them  out  of  such  funds."  So  that  in  respect  to  warrants  of 
this  sort,  the  decidedly  unique  position  is  taken  by  this  court,  that 
you  cannot  have  mandamus  until  you  have  judgment,  and  that  you 
cannot  have  the  latter  unless  there  are  funds  in  the  treasury.  In 
other  words,  that  a  warrant  holder  has  no  means  Of  compelling  the 
payment  of  his  warrants,  except  in  those  cases  where  the  treasury 
is  full  and  compulsory  process  altogether  unnecessary.  The  ruling 
in  the  last»mentioned  case  we  regard  as  erroneous,  and  disapprove 
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of  the  same,  holding,  as  we  do,  that  the  warrants  were  due  and 
payable,  regardless  of  the  fact  whether  there  was  money  in  the 
treasury  for  that  purpose  or  not,  and  that  had  plaintiff  in  its  peti- 
tion, and  on  trial,  showed  title  in  the  warrants,  we  should  not 
reverse  the  judgment,  but  because  this  was  not  done  the  judgment 
is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded.     All  concur. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Willet  v.  Browk. 

(65  Mo.  138.) 

Dower  in  partnership  real  estate, 

A  partnership  bought  and  improved  lands  with  tlie  partnership  fands,  and 
held  and  treated  them  as  partnership  property.  The  title  was  taken  in  the 
individual  names  of  the  partners.  One  of  the  partners  died,  and  the  firm 
being  insolvent,  the  lands  were  sold  to  paj  the  firm  debts.  Held,  that  the 
widow  of  the  deceased  partner  was  not  entitled  to  dower  in  such  lands.  (See 
note,  p.  270.) 

nUIT  for  assignment  of  dower.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

A.  Comings,  iV.  M,  Givan  and  D.  K,  Hall,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Wooldridge  £  Daniel y  for  defendant  in  error.  •. 

NoBTON,  J.  This  is  a  suit  instituted  by  plaintiff,  Mary  E.  Wil- 
let, as  the  former  wife  of  one  Silas  Price,  for  the  assignment  of 
dower  in  certain  lots  in  the  town  of  Harrison ville,  in  Cass  county, 
and  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the  deforcement  thereof.  It 
is  alleged  that  her  former  husband,  Silas  Price,  was  seized  of  an 
estate  of  inheritance  in  said  lots,  during  their  marriage,  and  that 
defendant  by  virtue  of  a  sale  of  the  same,  made  after  the  death  of 
said  Price,  by  him,  as  the  administrator  of  the  partnership  estate 
of  S.  Price  &  Co.,  conveyed  said  lots  by  administrator's  deed,  in 
February,  1861,  to  Alexander  Feely,  who  afterward  conveyed  the 
same  to  Barton  Holderman,  who  afterward  conveyed  to  Alexander 
McLorky,  who  afterward,  in  July,  1867,  conveyed  to  Lititia  Jones, 
who  afterward,  in  December,  1867,  sold  and  conveyed  the  lots  in 
question  te  the  defendant  Robert  A.  Brown. 
Vol.  XXVn  — 34 
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Defendant,  in  his  answer,  alleged  that  the  lots  in  which  dower  ig 
demanded  by  plaintiff  were  purchased  by  the  firm  of  S.  Price  &  Co., 
a  partnership  composed  of  Silas  Price  and  Charles  Keller,  with  part- 
nership funds  for  the  purpose  of  said  partnership.  That  they 
were  treated,  held,  owned  and  considered  by  said  firm  as  partner- 
ship property,  and  that  after  the  death  of  said  Silas  Price,  they  were 
sold  as  stated  in  the  petition  by  defendant  as  the  administrator  of 
the  partnership  estate  of  said  Price  &  Company,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  paying  partnership  debts,  and  that  said  partnership 
estate  was  insolvent  and  insufficient  to  pay  the  debts  of 
said  firm.  The  replication  denies  all  the  averments  of  the 
answer  except  the  one  charging  the  insolvency  of  the  firm  of  S. 
Price  &  Co.,  and  on  charging  that  the  lots  were  sold  to  pay  part- 
nership debts.  Upon  a  trial  of  the  cause,  the  court  rendered  judg- 
ment for  tlie  defendant  from  which  plaintiffs  have  appealed. 

As  the  error  complained  of  is  based  upon  the  action  of  the  court 
in  giving  and  refusing  instructions,  we  copy  them  herein. 

First.  If  the  court,  sitting  as  a  jury,  shall  find  from  the  evidence 
that  the  real  estate  in  the  petition  described  was  purchased  by  the 
firm  of  Silas  Price  &  Co.,  and  conveyed  to  Silas  Price  and  Charles 
Keller;  that  they  composed  the  firm  of  Silas  Price  &  Co.;  that  said 
real  estate  was  paid  for  by  said  partners  with  partnership  funds, 
then  said  Price  and  Keller  thereby  became  the  owners  of,  and  held 
said  real  estate  as  tenants  in  common. 

Second.  If  the  court,  sitting  as  a  jury,  further  finds  that  said 
Price  has  departed  this  life,  that  plaintiff,  Mary  Willet,  was  the 
wife  of  said  Price,  the  court,  sitting  as  a  jury,  will  find  the  issues 
for  the  plaintiffs,  notwithstanding  it  may  appear  that  said  real 
estate  was  purchased  by  said  firm  and  paid  for  out  of  the  partner- 
ship funds,  unless  it  shall  further  appear  that  it  was  purchased  by 
said  firm  for  its  use  in  carrying  on  and  transacting  its  partnership 
business. 

The  first  of  these  instructions  was  given,  the  second  was  refused, 
and  the  court,  of  its  own  motion,  gave  the  following: 

The  court,  sitting  as  a  jury,  declares  the  law  to  be,  that,  though 
the  said  Silas  Price  and  Charles  Keller,  composing  the  partnership 
firm  of  Price  &  Co.,  purchased  the  real  estate  described  in  the  peti- 
tion, with  partnership  funds,  and  by  reason  of  such  purchase  held 
the  same  as  tenants  in  common;  yet  they  held  the  same  in  trust 
for  the  payment  of  partnership  debts   and  liabilities;  and  if  the 
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court  finds  from  the  evidence  and  the  admissions  in  the  pleadings 
that  said  property  was  purchased  out  of  the  partnership  funds,  to 
be  used  and  applied  to  partnership  purposes,  and  that  the  same  was 
treated  by  said  partners  as  a  part  of  said  partnership  stock,  and 
that  said  partnership  was  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
said  Price,  and  that  it  became  necessary  to  sell  said  property,  and 
the  same  was  sold  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  partnership  debt?, 
then  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  dower  in  the  same,  and  the 
finding  will  be  for  the  defendant. 

The  instruction  given  by  the  court  of  its  owu  motion  seems  to 
be  fully  warranted  by  the  cases  of  Carlisle,  Admr,,  v.  Mulhern  £ 
Keyser,  19  Mo.  56;  Duhriny  v.  Dnhring,  20  id.  174.  In  the  former 
case  the  question  before  tlie  court  was  identical  in  principle  with 
the  one  presented  here.  The  contest  was  between  the  administra- 
tor of  Carlisle,  and  Keyser,  the  administrator  of  the  partnership 
estate  of  Carlisle  &  Keyser,  as  to  the  disposition  of  a  fund,  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  a  leasehold  interest  in  real  estate  which  had 
been  acquired  with  partnership  funds  of  the  firm  of  Carlisle  & 
Keyser.  Gamble,  Judge,  who  delivered  the  opinion,  observes:  "  It 
is  insisted  that,  as  the  lease  in  this  case  was  made  to  David  Carlisle 
and  Rufns  Keyser,  in  their  individual  names,  it  was  not  partner- 
ship property.  It  appears  sufficiently  that  these  partners,  being 
brick-makers  and  brick-layers,  acquired  their  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty by  the  advance  of  partnership  money  as  an  investment  of  so 
much  of  their  partnership  funds,  to  be  held  for  their  joint  benefit 
There  has  been  some  contrariety  of  decision  in  the  English  and 
American  courts  upon  the  question,  of  whether  freehold  estates  in 
land  purchased  by  a  partnership  with  their  joint  funds  became 
partnership  property  to  be  treated  as  a  fund  for  the  payment  of 
partnership  debts.  Without  a  labored  examination  of  these 
decisions,  the  result  of  the  authorities  may  be  stated  to  be  that 
real  estate  purchased  out  of  partnership  funds  to  be  used  and 
applied  to  partnership  purposes,  and  treated  and  considered  by  the 
partners  as  partnership  stock,  is  to  be  deemed  and  considered,  so 
far  as  the  legal  title  is  concerned,  as  estate  held  in  common  and 
not  in  joint  tenancy;  but  as  to  the  beneficial  interest  it  is  held  in 
trust,  each  holding  his  property  in  trust  for  the  partnership  until 
the  partnership  account  is  settled  and  the  partnership  debts  are 
paid.  It  is  a  trust  arising  from  actual  or  implied  agreement  of  the 
parties,  and  from  the  mutual  relation  in  which  they  stand  to  each 
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Other."  It  is  true  that  there  was  no  question  of  dower  in  that  case, 
but  the  declaration  of  the  court  that  the  estate,  although  held  by 
the  partners  as  tenants  in  common,  was  chargeable  in  their  bands 
with  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  the  payment  of  part- 
nership debts  would  preclude  dower  and  the  claim  of  the  heirs  of 
either  of  the  tenants  in  common,  until  the  partnership  accounts 
were  settled  and  partnership  debts  paid.  So  also,  in  the  case  of 
Duhriyig  v.  Duhring,  20  Mo.  174,  it  was  declared  by  Ryland, 
Judge,  ^^that  the  widow  was  not  endowable  of  real  estate  belong- 
ing to  the  firm  which  was  purchased  by  the  partners  for  partner- 
ship purposes  with  partnership  funds.  The  real  estate  purchased 
by  the  partners  must  be  considered,  so  far  as  is  necessary  to  pay  the 
debts  of  the  firm,  partnership  stock  and  liable  to  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions incident  to  personal  property."  After  an  exhaustive  review 
of  the  authorities,  to  many  of  which  we  have  been  cited  in  this 
case,  the  court  reach  the  conclusion  announced,  that  when  lands 
are  purchased  by  partners  with  partnership  funds  for  partnership 
purposes,  the  policy  of  the  law  and  principles  of  justice  are  against 
the  right  of  the  wife  to  dower  in  such  lands,  and  the  weight  of 
authority,  both  English  and  American,  is  decidedly  against  such 
right.  The  leading  authorities  to  which  we  have  been  cited  by 
counsel  were  extensively  reviewed  by  the  court  in  the  above  case, 
and  in  remarking  upon  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Smith 
V.  Jackson,  2  Edw.  Ch.  28;  Thornton  v.  Dixon,  3  Bro.  Ch.  199; 
Belly.  Phyn,  7  Ves.  453;  Balniain  v.  Shore,  9  id.  500,  that  an 
agreement  between  the  partners  was  necessary  to  be  shown  that 
real  estate  of  the  partnership  should  be  treated  as  personalty 
before  it  could  be  so  treated,  Ryland,  J.,  observes  that  he  doubts 
the  accuracy  of  that  ruling  and  approvingly  quotes  from  3  Kent, 
38,  where  it  is  said:  '*The  decisions  maintaining  this  doctrine 
appear  to  me  to  be  a  sacrifice  of  a  principle  of  policy,  and  above 
all  of  a  principle  of  justice  to  a  technical  rule  of  doubtful  author- 
ity. There  is  no  need  of  any  other  agreement  than  what  the  law 
will  necessarily  imply  from  the  fact  of  an  investment  of  partner- 
ship funds  by  the  firm  in  real  estate  for  partnership  purposes.  If 
the  partners  mean  to  deal  honestly,  they  cannot  have  any  other 
intention  than  the  appropriation  of  the  investment,  if  wanted,  to 
pay  the  partnership  debts. 

The  instruction  given  by  the  court  of  its  own  motion  incor* 
porated  the  principle  above  announced;  for  as  a  pre-requisite  to  a 
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finding  for  defendant,  it  required  that  the  court  should  first  find 
that  the  real  estate  was  purchased  with  partnership  funds  for  part- 
nership purposes,  that  it  was  treated  by  said  partners  as  a  part  of 
the  partnership  stock,  that  the  partnership  was  insolvent  and  that 
the  real  estate  was  sold  to  pay  its  debts.  It  is,  however,  said  there 
was  no  evidence  that  the  lots  m  question  were  bought  for  partner- 
ship purposes,  and  for  that  reasop  the  instruction  should  not  have 
been  given.  If  the  evidence  of  Keller,  the  other  partner,  was  alone 
to  be  considered,  there  might  be  some  force  in  the  objection.  He 
swears  that  the  lot  in  question  was  bought  with  the  money  of  the 
firm,  that  a  two-story  house  was  built  upon  it  with  partnership 
funds,  which  he  occupied  as  a  residence,  that  there  was  no  agree- 
ment between  him  and  Price  that  it  should  be  considered  partner- 
ship property,  and  that  it  was  not  considered  partnership  stock, 
that  the  partnership  was  formed  to  engage  in  mercantile  pursuits; 
that  there  were  no  written  articles  of  partnership  and  no  agreement 
to  engage  in  buying  real  estate.  On  the  other  hand  the  bill  of 
exceptions  which  does  not  contain  a  detailed  statement  of  the  evi- 
dence of  defendant  states  that  it  tended  to  prove  that  the  lot  in 
question,  and  a  large  number  of  other  Jots  and  farming  lands  were 
bought  by  Price  &  Keller,  paid  for  out  of  the  partnership  funds 
and  were  conveyed  to  Silas  Price  and  Charles  Keller,  and  were  by 
them  considered  and  spoken  of  as  partnership  property.  The  evi- 
dence seems  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  partnership  was  formed 
in  1848,  that  the  lot  in  question  was  purchased  with  partnership 
funds,  and  improved  out  of  the  same  funds  in  1852,  that  the  part- 
nership was  dissolved  by  the  death  of  Price  in  1859;  that  during 
its  continuance  other  lots  and  farming  lands  were  purchased  with 
partnership  funds  and  conveyed  to  Silas  and  Charles,  and  were 
treated  and  considered  by  them,  as  well  as  the  lots  in  controversy, 
ajs  partnership  property,  and  that  all  of  the  real  estate  thus  pur- 
chased was  sold  to  pay  partnership  debts,  that  in  dispute  having 
been  sold  for  that  purpose  in  1861,  the  estate  of  the  partnership 
being  wholly  insolvent.  Now,  if  Price  &  Keller  treated,  considered 
and  held  out  to  the  world  the  real  estate  thus  bought  and 
improved  with  the  money  of  the  firm,  as  property  and  assets  of  the 
partnership,  and  impressed  upon  it  by  their  own  acts  the  liabilities 
incident  or  attaching  to  partnership  property,  their  heirs  and 
representatives  ought  not  to  be  heard  in  a  complaint,  that  a  court 
of  equity  should  not  recognize  and  enforce  a  trust  which  the  ancea- 
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tor  by  his  conduct  had  impressed  upon  the  property.  An  agree- 
ment between  Price  and  Keller  to  buy  real  estate  for  the  use  and 
purposes  of  the  firm  might  very  well  be  inferred  from  what  was 
said  by  the  partners,  and  that  they  considered  and  treated  it  as 
partnership  property  or  assets  of  the  firm. 

[Omitting  a  statutory  ground.] 

Judgment  affirmed  with  the  concurrence  of  the  other  judges, 
except  Sherwood,  C.  J.,  absent. 

Judgm&iit  affirmed. 

Note  bt  thb  Rcporter.— It  Is  the  settled  American  doctrine  that  real  estate  purdiased 
with  partnerehip  funds  for  the  use  of  the  partnership  and  employed  in  the  partnership 
business  is  in  equity  regarded  as  assets  of  the  partnership,  and  will  be  applied  to  the  liqui- 
dation of  partnership,  in  preference  to  indiTiduaU  liabUitiee.  FairchUd  v.  FairchUdU  M  N. 
Y.  471 ;  UMer  v.  Semple,  90  N.  J.  Eq.  888;  Bryant  v.  Hunter,  6  Bush,  75;  lAme  Rock  Bank  ▼. 
PhiUeplace,  8  B.  I.  66;  Lang  v.  Waring,  25  Ala.  625;  Fott  River  Whaling  Co.  v.  Bordm,  IC 
CJush.  468;  Sig^mrncu  v.  Muniu  7  Conn.  11 ;  Davis  v.  CTtrittftan,  15  Gratt.  11;  King  v.Weeks^ 
70  N.  C.  872;  Price  v.  Hieks,  14  Fla.  665;  MaUock  v.  Matlock,  5  Ind.  408;  Bopp  ▼•  i'Vwj,  63 
m.  540;  RusaeU  v.  MHJer,  26  Mich.  1;  WiQia  r.  Freeman,  85  Vt.  44;  Dupuy  v.  Leavenworth^ 
17  Cal.  262;  Hunt  v.  Beiisnn,  2  Humph.  460;  Jarvis  v.  Brooks,  27  N.  H.  87;  BUUte  v.  Nutter^ 
19  Me  16 ;  Scruggs  v.  Blair,  44  Miss.  406;  HeuHtt  v.  Rankin,  41  Iowa,  86;  Drewry  v.  Mont- 
gomery, 28  Ark.  S»6;  Fowler  v.  BaiUey,  14  Wis.  126. 

There  arc  many  distinctions  drawn  in  many  cases,  arising  out  of  considerations  of  evi- 
dence, etc.,  but  the  doctrine  is  as  above  stated  whenever  the  three  above  requisites  unite, 
namely,  purchase  with  partnership  funds,  purchase  for  partnership  use,  and  use  in  thtf 
partnership  business. 

For  a  learned  treatment  of  the  subject,  see  Coll.  Part. ,  Wood's  Notes,  p.  219,  n. 

This  subject  has  been  very  clearly  and  conclusively  treated  by  the  New  York  Court  of 
Appeals  in  FairchUd  v.  Faiichiki,  supra.    The  court  there  say: 

But  looking  at  the  real  nature  of  the  transaction,  as  found  by  the  judge,  it  seems  to  me 
more  reasonable  to  ^old  that  this  property  should  be  regarded  as  assets  of  the  copartner- 
ship. The  findings  are  explicit  that  it  was  purchased  and  paid  for  as  partnership  prop- 
erty, and  always  treated  as  its  property  in  the  payment  of  taxes  and  incumbrances,  mak- 
ing improvements,  etc.  Real  estate  purchased  for  partnership  purposes,  and  appropriated 
to  those  purposes,  and  paid  for  by  partnership  funds,  becomes  partnership  property,  and 
it  is  not  material  in  what  manner  or  by  what  agency  the  land  Is  purchased,  or  In  what  name 
it  stands.  If  it  be  established  that  it  belongs  to  the  partnership,  equity  will  hold  the  one 
in  whom  is  the  legal  title  as  trustee  for  the  partnership.  Parsons  on  Partnership,  363. 
When  the  land  is  conveyed  to  the  several  partners  it  is  not  indispensable  that  it  should 
actually  be  used  for  partnership  purposes,  nor  that  a  positive  agreement  should  be  proved 
making  it  partnership  property.  If  it  has  been  paid  for  with  partnership  effects  it  is  then 
a  question  of  intention,  whether  the  conveyance  is  to  have  its  legal  effect,  and  the  parties 
are  to  be  treated  as  tenants  in  common,  or  whether  the  land  is  to  be  treated  as  partner- 
ship property.  The  manner  in  which  the  accounts  are  kept,  whether  the  purchase-money 
was  severally  chai'ged  to  the  members  of  the  firm,  or  whether  the  accounts  treat  it  the 
same  as  other  firm  property,  as  to  purchase-money,  income,  expenses,  etc.,  are  controlling 
circumstances  In  determining  such  intention,  and  from  these  circumstances  an  agreement 
may  be  inferred.  Collumb  v.  Read,  24  N.  Y.  621.  The  rule,  I  apprehend,  is  the  same  in 
this  respect  when  the  deed  is  made  in  the  individual  name  of  one  of  the  partners,  as  where 
it  is  made  in  the  names  of  all  the  members  of  the  firm .  But  a  distinction  is  claimed  to 
exist  between  creditors  and  the  members  of  the  firm,  and  between  the  members  them- 
selves in  respect  to  the  proof  necessary  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  real  estate  is  partner- 
ship  property.  I  do  not  think  such  a  distinction  is  recognized  by  the  authorities.  In  this 
country,  real  estate  belongs  to  a  partnership,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debts  and 
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adjusting  the  equities  between  the  members  of  the  firm.  Is  treated  as  personal  property; 
and  what  remains  is  considered  and  treated  as  real  estate,  which  would  go  to  the  heirs  of 
the  partners  according  to  their  interests.  This  conclusion  was  reached  by  the  chan- 
cellor in  an  elaborate  opinion  in  Buchan  r.  9unmer,  2  Barb.  Ch.  165-200,  reviewing 
all  the  American  authorities;  and  was  approved  and  adopted  by  this  court  in  CoUumb  v. 
Bead^  24  N.  Y.  506.  The  English  rule  gives  to  the  real  estate  of  a  partnership  the  charac- 
ter and  qualities  of  personal  property  as  to  all  persons ;  and  the  remainder,  after  paying 
debts  and  adjusting  the  equities  of  the  partners,  goes  to  the  personal  representatives,  and 
not  to  the  heir,  probably  on  account  of  the  great  hijustice  which  would  result  from  the 
laws  of  inheritance  hi  England.  CoUumb  v.  Ready  24  N.  Y.  505;  Parsons  on  Partnership, 
370.  But  the  American  rule,  that  the  remainder  descends  to  the  heir,  does  not  affect  the 
character  of  the  property  as  partnership  effects,  except  that  the  incidents  and  qualities  of 
real  estate  are  revived.  It  is  divided  as  so  much  capital  would  be,  but  it  resumes  its  orig- 
inal qualities.  Id.  385.  The  same  evidence,  however,  which  would  make  it  partnership 
property  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debts  and  adjusting  the  equities  between  the  co- 
partners would  establish  it  for  the  purpose  of  final  division.  It  would  be  incongruous  to 
say  that  evidence  which  would  be  sufficient  to  establish  that  it  was  partnership  property 
for  the  former  purposes  would  fail  for  the  latter  purpose,  and  I  can  find  no  authority  for 
such  a  distinction.  Such  a  rule,  while  compelling  one  member  of  a  firm  holding  the  legal 
Utle  as  trustee  for  the  partnership,  to  account  and  disgorge  to  the  extent  of  making  the 
accounts  equal  between  the  members  of  the  firm,  when  that  was  accomplished,  would  em^ 
ble  him  to  rob  his  associates  by  pocketing  the  remainder.** 

The  court  then  consider  the  question  whether  such  an  agreement  canbe  proved  by  parol 
within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  conclude  that  *'real  estate  purchased  as  partnership 
property  is  not  within  the  prohibition  of  the  statute,**  not  only  because  the  consideration 
is  not  paid  by  ''one  **  but  by  all,  but  more  substantially  because  "  property  thus  held  is 
regarded  as  personal  property,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debts  and  adjusting  the  equi- 
ties between  the  partners ;  and  the  individual  member  holding  the  legal  title  is  a  trustee 
for  the  partnership  in  respect  to  the  property  as  personalty ;  and  when  the  debts  are  paid, 
and  the  claims  of  the  several  members  as  between  themselves  paid,  the  trust  for  the  part- 
nership is  discharged,  and  a  trust  results  to  the  other  members  of  the  firm,  and  the 
heirs  of  such  as  have  died,  by  operation  of  law,  which  is  saved  by  section  50  of  the  statute, 
and  the  holder  of  the  legal  title  then  becomes  a  trustee  of  such  remainder,  as  real  estate 
for  the  benefit  of  persons  interested." 


State  v.  Steeley. 

(65  Mo.  21B  ) 

Oriminal  law — indictment  —  time^  place,  and  partiee. 

An  indictment  for  murder  charged  that  '*  on  or  aboat  the day  of  ^ 

A.  D.  1871,  at  the  coanty  of  Jasper  and  State  of  MlBsouri/'  defendant  and 
W.  S.  "  made  an  aesault  on  H.  S.  with  pistols,"  which  **they,  said  John 
and  William,  in  each  of  their  right  hands  had  and  held,  and  did  then  and 
there  onlawfally,"  etc.,  "  and  of  hia  malice  aforethought,  shoot  off  and  dis- 
charge at,"  etc.,  "  and  of  the  mortal  wounds  inflicted  upon  him  the  said  H. 
S.  did  then  and  there  instantly  die."  Held,  to  state  time  and  place  with 
sufficient  certainty, and  to  charge  a  joint  offense.* 

*  In  State  v.  Lakey,  66  Mo.  817,  it  was  held  that  ao  indictment  for  murder,  which  stated 
the  time  aud  place  of  the  assault,  but  Id  stating  the  death,  charged  that  of  the  wound 
the  deceased ''  did  Instantly  die,"  was  bad  In  not  stating  the  time  and  place  of  the 
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NDIOTMENT  for  murder.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 

Robinson  and  Bray  <&  Cravens,  for  appellant. 
J.  L.  Smithy  attorney-general,  for  the  State. 


Henby,  J.  At  an  adjoamed  term  of  the  Gircnit  Gonrt  of  Jaa* 
per  county,  held  in  December,  1875,  the  defendant  was  indicted 
jointly  with  William  Steeley  for  the  murder  of  Harvey  Sitton,  and 
at  the  same  term,  on  his  application,  a  change  of  venue  was 
awarded  to  Dade  county.  At  the  April  term  of  the  Dade  Circuit 
Court  there  was  a  trial  of  the  cause,  which  resulted  in  the  convic- 
tion of  defendant  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  and  judgment  waa 
entered  accordingly,  from  which  defendant  has  appealed.  A 
motion  to  quash  the  indictment  was  overruled,  and  this  is  assigned 
as  error.  The  grounds  of  objection  to  the  indictment  are  that  it 
does  not,  with  sufficient  particularity,  allege  when  and  where  Har- 
vey Sitton  died  of  the  wounds,  which,  it  was  charged,  were  inflicted 
upon  him  by  the  defendant,  or  when  the  act  of  shooting  was  done; 
second,  that  it  is  uncertain  whether  defendant  or  William  Steeley 
is  charged  to  have  committed  the  offense. 

The  indictment  charges  that  on  or  about day  of , 

A.  D.  1871,  at  the  county  of  Jasper,  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  John 
and  William  Steeley  made  an  assault  upon  Harvey  Sitton  with 
certain  pistols,  which  they,  said  John  and  William,  in  each  of  theii 
right  hands  had  and  held,  and  did  then  and  there  shoot  off  and 
discharge  at,  upon,  etc.  It  alleges  that  John  and  William  Steeley 
did  then  and  there,  on  purpose,  etc.,  and  of  his  malice  aforethought, 
shoot  off  and  discharge,  etc.  It  alleges  that  of  the  mortal  wounds 
inflicted  upon  him,  '*  the  said  Harvey  Sitton,  did  then  and  there 
instantly  die."  Neither  the  case  of  Lester  v.  Tlie  State,  9  Mo.  658, 
nor  the  State  v.  Sides,  64  id.  383,  sustains  the  objections  to  this 
indictment.  The  language  of  the  indictment  in  Lester  v.  The 
State  was  "  of  which  the  said  Scott  did  instantly  die,"  and  in  the 
State  V.  Sides  the  language  was  that  deceased  '^  did  immediately 
languish,  and  languishing  did  die."  In  the  case  at  bar,  the  indict- 
ment states  when  the  wounds  were  inflicted  upon  the  deceased,  and 
where  it  occurred,  and  the  word  "  then  "  has  relation  to  that  time, 
and  "  there  '*  to  the  place  previously  stated.  It  contains  the  very 
words  which  Nafton,  J.,  held,  in  Lester  v.  The  State,  would  have 
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made  the  indictment  good  in  that  case.  The  word  used  in  the 
State  V.  SideSy  "languish,"  imports  that  the  death  was  not  instan- 
taneonsy  and  the  deceased  may  have  languished  more  than  a  year 
and  a  day  before  he  died,  and  the  averment  in  the  indictment  have 
been  true. 

It  is  urged  that  it  is  not  clear  whether  it  charges  that  defendant 
or  William  Steeley  committed  the  offense,  but  we  think  it  sufl^iently 
clear  that  both  are  charged.  It  is  alleged  that  each  had  a  pistol  in 
his  band,  and  substantially  that  each  of  his  malice  did  the  shoot- 
ing. The  ambiguity  arises  from  the  use  of  the  words  "  his  malice," 
instead  of  **  their  malice;"  but  a  reasonable  construction  of  the 
charge,  taking  all  the  allegations  together,  removes  the  obscurity 
and  makes  it  sufficiently  clear  what  was  meant.  Although  inarti- 
ficially  drawn,  the  indictment  is  substantially  good,  stating  all  the 
facts  necessary  to  constitute  the  crime  of  murder  in  the  first 
degree,  and  in  proper  language.  It  is  not  like  the  indictment  held 
bad  in  the  case  of  the  State  v.  Gray,  21  Mo.  492.  Several  were 
there  indicted,  and  it  was  charged  that  tliey,  with  a  knife  which 
they  then  and  there  with  their  right  hand  held,  made  an  assault, 
etc.  Scott,  J.,  said:  **  This  is  an  impossibility.  It  is  on  the 
face  of  it  false,  and  must  be  bad."  In  the  case  at  bar  the  charge 
is  that  each  had  a  pistol  in  his  right  hand  and  made  the  assault,  etc. 

[Omitting  a  statutory  ground,  upon  which  the  judgment  was 
reversed  and  the  cause  remanded.] 

Reversed. 


Dudley  v.  McClubr. 

(65  Mo.  341.) 

Ehidenee  of  good  character  —  when  admisnble, 

A  charge  in  the  petition,  that  the  defendant  has  made  false  and  fraudalent 
representations,  does  not  warrant  the  introduction  by  the  defendant  of  evi- 
denoe  of  good  character  in  action  to  set  aside  a  settlement. 

i  CTION  to  set  aside  a  settlement.     The  opinion  states  the  facts* 

Bray  £  OraveTis,  for  appellant 

C.  W.  Thrasher  d  H,  C.  Young,  for  respondent. 
Vol.  XXVII  -  86 
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Henry,  J.  This  was  a  suit  in  the  Greene  Circuit  Court,  com- 
menced in  October,  1873.  Plaintiff  in  his  petition  states  that  in 
December,  1859,  defendant  McCluer,  and  George  R.  and  Clark 
Barrett,  executed  their  note  to  Hash  &  Dudley,  a  firm  composed  of 
John  Hash  and  Pulham  Dudley,  for  $1,050,  payable  April  1,  1860, 
with  ten  per  cent  interest  per  annum  from  its  maturity ;  that  on  a 
settlement  of  the  partnership,  the  note  in  question  became  the 
property  of  said  Pulham  Dudley;  that  on  the  28th  day  of  January, 
1866,  said  McCluer  falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  to  said 
Dudley  that  he  had  paid  a  number  of  debts  specified  in  the  peti- 
tion, on  which  he  had  been  garnisheed  as  the  debtor  of  said  Hash 
&  Dudley,  amounting  to  within  $414  of  the  amount  of  said  note 
executed  by  him  to  Hash  &  Dudley,  and  induced  said  Dudley  to 
accept,  in  satisfaction  of  said  note,  $414,  and  to  deliver  up  the  note 
to  defendant ;  that  said  Dudley  assigned  said  demand  to  plaintiff, 
who  asks  that  said  settlement  be  set  aside,  and  for  judgment  for 
the  balance  of  said  note  and  interest.  Defendant,  in  his  answer, 
denies  all  of  the  allegations,  except  the  execution  of  the  note 
and  the  payment  of  the  $414  in  satisfaction  of  the  same;  states 
that  he  was  garnisheed  before  said  settlement,  in  several  suits 
against  said  Dudley  &  Hash,  including  those  named  in  the  petition; 
that  said  Dudley  and  defendant  went  to  the  office  of  the  justice  of 
the  peace  in  which  said  attachment  proceedings  were  pending,  and 
procured  a  list  of  said  demands,  when  said  Dudley  offered  to  take 
$414  in  full  settlement  and  satisfaction  of  said  note,  which  defend- 
ant accepted,  and  that  he  then  paid  Dudley  that  amount  and  took 
up  the  note.  For  a  further  defense  he  states  that  he  signed  said  note 
one.  year  after  its  maturity,  without  receiving  any  consideration 
therefor,  and  that  Pulham  Dudley  knew  it  at  the  time  of  the  set- 
tlement and  also  relied  on  the  statute  of  limitation  as  a  bar  to  the 
action.  The  replication  states  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the 
execution  of  the  note  by  defendant,  and  a  state  of  facts  which 
avoids  the  pica  of  the  statute  of  limitations  and  as  there  was 
abundant  evidence  to  support  the  replication  in  those  respects,  and 
appellant  does  not  urge  those  defenses  here,  no  further  notice  will 
be  taken  of  tiiem.  The  cause  was  tried  at  the  May  term,  1875,  by 
tiie  court  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  a  jury  not  having 
been  waived  by  plaintiff,  and  the  finding  was  for  defendant,  and 
judgment  accordingly,  from  which  the  plaintiff  has  appealed  to  this 
court. 
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Plaintiff  contends  that  it  was  a  proceeding  in  equity,  and  that  this 
court  can  and  should  review  the  evidence  in  the  cause.  We  have 
but  to  say  in  regard  to  this  point,  that  it  was  either  a  suit  inequity 
or  the  court  committed  an  error  in  trying  it  without  the  inter- 
vention of  a  jury,  but  as  it  was  treated  by  the  court  and  the  counsel 
on  both  sides,  as  an  equitable  proceeding  and  so  tried  without 
objection  from  either  side;  without  examining  the  numerous 
authorities  cited  by  the  counsel,  we  shall  regard  it  as  a  suit 
in  equity,  but,  inasmuch  as  for  an  error  which  will  be  pres- 
ently adverted  to,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed  and  the  cause 
remanded,  ^e  shall  express  no  opinion  as  to  the  correctness 
of  the  finding  of  the  court  on  the  evidence.  The  court  did 
not  err  in  admitting  as  evidence,  transcripts  of  the  records  in  the 
attachment  suits,  but  did  err  in  permitting  defendant,  before 
any  attempt  was  made  to  impeach  it,  to  introduce  witnesses  to 
testify  to  his  good  character.  His  character  was  not  in  issue.  It 
is  true  he  was  charged  in  the  petition  with  having  made  false  and 
fraudulent  representations,  and  the  charge  was  calculated  to  affect 
his  character  indirectly,  and  so  in  every  case  where  one  is  sued  for 
a  debt,  and  he  denies  it,  or  pleads  payment,  his  character  is  some- 
what involved  in  the  investigation;  but  "  putting  character  in 
issue  is  a  technical  expression  which  does  not  mean  simply  that  the 
character  may  be  affected,  but  that  it  is  of  particular  importance 
in  the  suit  itself,  as  the  character  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  slan- 
der, or  that  of  a  woman  in  a  suit  for  seduction.  Porter  v.  Seller^ 
23  Penn.  St  424.  In  those  excepted  cases,  character  affects  the 
amount  of  the  recovery.  The  jury  are,  by  law,  permitted  to  con- 
sider it  in  assessing  damages,  and  it  is  in  that  sense  that  it  is  said 
that  "the  nature  of  the  action  puts  the  character  in  issue."  Fowler 
V.  j^tna  Ins.  Co.,  6  Cow.  674;  Humphrey  v.  Humphrey y  7  Oonn. 
116;  Oough  v.  St.  John,  16  Wend.  646.  In  the  case  of  Humphrey 
V.  Humphrey^  mpra^  the  defendant  in  a  suit  for  a  divorce  was 
charged  with  adultery,  and  the  court  held  that  evidence  of  her 
good  character  was  inadmissible,  although  the  evidence  against  her 
was  circumstantial  only.  In  Oough  v.  St.  John,  the  suit  was  for  a 
false  and  fraudulent  representation  of  the  solvency  of  a  third  per- 
son, and  it  was  held  that  evidence  of  defendant's  good  character 
should  not  be  received.  Prof.  Greenleaf,  in  his  work  on  Evidence, 
Vol.  1,  §  54,  remarks,  that  "  generally  in  actions  of  tort,  wherever 
the  defendant  is  charged  with  fraud  from  mere  circumstances. 
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evidence  of  his  general  good  character  is  admissible  to  repel  it,** 
but  Knox,  J.,  in  Porter  v.  Seller,  23  Penn  St.  says:  **he  is  not 
sustained  by  any  authority  I  can  find  save  Ruanv.  Perry, d  Caines, 
120,  and  this  is  expressly  overruled  in  16  Wend."  We  may  add  that 
the  case  of  Fowler  v.  ThejEtna  Im,  Co,,  6  Cow.  673,  seems  to  sustain 
Greenleaf,  but  is  an  authority  against  the  admissibility  of  the 
evidence  of  character  when  the  evidence  of  fraud  is  direct  and  not 
circumstantial.  See,  also,  Rogers  v.  Lamb,  3  Blackf.  155;  Givens 
v.  Bradley,  3  Bibb,  195;  Tlie  Atloriiey-General  v.  Botvman,  2  Bos. 
&  Pul.532,  note  a;  Anderson  v.  Lo7ig,  10  Serg.  &  R.  55.  With 
the  concurrence  of  the  other  judges,  except  Sherwood,  C.  J.,  not 
sitting,  having  been  of  counsel,  and  Norton,  J.,  not  sitting,  the 
judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Johnson  v.  Beazley. 

(65  Mo.  250.) 
Jurifdiction  —  probate  eourt$» 

Probate  courts  are  courts  of  record,  with  general,  original  and  exdusiv* 
jurisdiction  id  respect  to  the  administration  of  the  estates  of  deceased  per- 
sons, and  on  these  subjects  their  adjudications  are  conclusive  in  collateral 
proceedings,  like  the  adjudications  of  other  courts  of  record. 

In  ejectment,  the  defendant  claimed  under  a  deed  of  the  administrator  of  J. 
8. ,  appointed  by  the  probate  court  of  C.  county.  Hdd,  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  show  that  the  probate  court  had  not  jurisdiction  to  make  such 
appointment  because  J.  S.  did  not  reside  in  C.  county.    {8ee  fu4e,  p.  386.) 

Tj^  JEOTMENT.    The  opinion  states  the  facte. 

/.  S.  Arnold,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

/.  C.  Ktskaddon,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Henry,  J.  Plaintiffs  brought  ejectment  against  defendant  for 
a  tract  of  land  situate  m  the  county  of  Crawford,  described  as  fol- 
lows: "  The  north-east  quarter  of  section  thirty,  township  thirty- 
six,  range  four,  west."  Both  parties  admitted  title  in  one  Thomas 
J.  Higginbotham,  and  it  was  agreed  that  plaintiffs  are  his  heirs  ai 
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law.  Defendant  claimed,  under  a  deed  from  H.  C.  Scott,  the 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  said  Higginbotham,  made  on  a  sale 
of  said  land^  under  and  in  pursuance  of  an  order*  of  the  probate 
court  of  Crawford  county  of  the  December  term,  1866.  The  land 
was  sold  by  said  administrator  on  the  19th  day  of  March,  1867. 
At  the  next  term  of  said  court,  June,  1867,  the  administrator's 
report  of  said  sale  was  approved  by  the  court,  and  on  the  12th  day 
of  June,  1867,  he  executed  a  deed  for  the  premises  to  defendaiit. 
'To  the  admission  of  this  deed  in  evidence  plaintiffs  objected,  on 
the  ground  that  it  did  not  appear  by  said  deed  "  that  the  probate 
court  of  Crawford  county  had  jurisdiction  of  the  estate  of  said 
Higginbotham,  or  that  said  court  had  authority  to  appoint  H.  C. 
Scott  to  take  charge  of  the  same;  that  it  appeared  by  said  deed 
that  the  land  was  appraised  by  only  two  householders;  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  the  appointment  of  Scott  as  administrator  of 
said  estate."  These  objections  were  overruled,  and  the  deed  was 
read,  as  evidence,  to  the  jury;  and  this  was  all  the  evidence  offered 
by  defendant.  Plaintiffs  then  offered  to  prove,  by  competent  wit- 
nesses, that  at  the  time  of  his  death  said  Higginbotham  resided 
in  the  county  of  Dent,  and  that  he  never  resided  in  Crawford 
county.  This  was  objected  to  by  defendant  and  excluded  by  the 
court.  But  inasmuch  as,  in  their  testimony  in  chief,  plaintiffs  had 
been  permitted,  without  objection,  to  prove  the  same  fact,  we 
shall  take  it  for  granted  that  Higginbotham  did,  at  his  death, 
reside  in  Dent  county.  There  was  a  judgment  for  defendant, 
and  plaintiffs  have  brought  the  cause  to  this  court  by  writ  of 
en'or. 

The  three  alleged  errors  are:  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
probate  court  of  Crawford  county  had  jurisdiction  of  the  estate  of 
Higginbotham,  or  that  the  court  had  authority  to  appoint  Scott 
administrator  of  his  estate;  that  it  appeared  by  the  deed  that  the 
land  was  appraised  by  only  two  householders;  that  there  was  no 
evidence  that  Scott  had  ever  been  ap{)ointed  administrator. 

[Omitting  the  second  and  third  points.] 

The  remaining  question  is  one  of  considerable  difficulty.  Some 
of  the  ablest  courts  m  the  United  States  have  held  the  doctrine 
contended  for  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  while  others,  X)f  equal 
ability,  have  ruled  otherwise.  The  decisions  of  our  own  court  are 
not  in  entire  harmony  with  each  other,  and  in  several  of  our  sister 
States  the  same  vacillation  will  be  observed  in  the  adjudications  on 
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this  subject.  In  this  perplexing  conflict  of  authority,  we  can  but 
weigh  the  authorities  and  arguments,  and  incline,  as  in  our  judg- 
ment, they  preponderate. 

The  12th  section  of  article  5  of  the  Constitution  of  this  State,  in 
force  when  the  probate  court  of  Crawford  county  was  established, 
was  as  follows:  "Inferior  tribunals  shall  be  established  in  each 
county  for  the  transaction  of  all  county  business,  for  appointing 
guardians,  for  granting  letters  testamentary  and  of  administration, 
and  for  settling  the  accounts  of  executors,  administrators  and 
guardians."  By  the  act  of  the  General  Assembly  creating  this  court 
(Sess.  Acts  1855,  page  490),  exclusive  original  jurisdiction  was  con- 
ferred upon  it,  in  all  cases  relative  to  the  probate  of  last  wills  and 
testaments,  granting  letters  testamentary  and  of  administration, 
settling  and  allowing  accounts  of  executors  and  administrators, 
and  determining  all  disputes  and  controversies  whatever,  respect- 
ing wills  and  the  right  of  executorship  and  administration.  By 
the  fifth  section,  it  was  made  a  court  of  record,  and  true  and  faith- 
ful records  of  its  proceedings  were  required  to  be  kept.  By  section 
3,  article  1  of  the  administration  law,  it  is  provided  that  "  letters 
testamentary  and  of  administration  shall  be  granted  in  the  county 
in  which  the  mansion  or  place  of  abode  of  the  deceased  is  situated. 
If  he  had  no  mansion  house  and  be  posseseed  of  lands,  letters  shall 
be  granted  in  the  county  in  which  the  land  or  the  greater  part  thereof 
lies,  etc."  The  assumption  upon  which  is  based  all  the  argument 
for  holding  the  record  as  a  nullity  is,  that  the  county  and  probate 
courts  of  this  State  are  of  inferior  and  limited  jurisdiction,  although 
expressly  made  courts  of  record  by  the  statute,  with  exclusive  orig- 
inal jurisdiction  over  the  subjects  committed  to  them,  and 
although  the  Constitution  of  the  State  provided  for  their  creation, 
and,  in  general  terms,  defined  the  jurisdiction  that  was  to  be  con- 
ferred upon  them.  It  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  cases  decided  by 
this  or  other  courts,  in  regard  to  special  jurisdiction  confided  by 
statute  to  justices  of  the  peace  or  to  Circuit  Courts,  wherein  those 
courts  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject,  except  as  conferred  and 
restricted  by  the  statute.  In  such  cases  it  is  well  settled  in  this 
State,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  must  appear  in  the  record, 
and  that,  if  it  do  not  so  appear,  the  judgment  may  be  attacked  in 
collateral  proceedings.  The  case  of  Lacey  v.  Williams^  27  Mo.  280. 
was  one  in  which  a  guardian  was  appointed  for  an  infant  not  resid- 
ing in  the  county  where  the  appointment  was  made,   but  owning 
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laud  therein,  and  it  was  a  direct  proceeding  to  remove  the  guardian 
eo  appointed.  It  is  clear  that  in  that  case  the  court  had  no  such 
power  as  it  exercised,  but  the  main  question  in  this  was  not  raised 
in  that  case,  and  it  is  noauthonty  for  the  position  here  taken  by 
the  plaintiffs  in  error.  It  is  not  intimated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court  that  the  action  of  a  probate  court  upon  a  subject-matter 
confided  to  it  occupies  any  different  position  from  that  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  upon  a  subject-matter  over  which  it  has  general  juris- 
diction. That  the  probate  court  of  Crawford  county,  in  the  case 
we  are  considering,  erred  in  the  appointment  of  an  administrator 
of  the  estate  of  Higginbotham,  who  resided  and  had  his  mansion 
in  the  county  of  Dent,  although  ho  owned  land  in  the  county  of 
Crawford,  is  clear;  but  the  appointment  having  been  made,  the 
presumption  is  that  the  matter  has  been  considered  and  deter- 
mined by  the  court,  and  until  the  contrary  appears  in  a  direct  pro- 
ceeding in  that  court,  or  some  higher  court  to  which  an  appeal  lies, 
the  record  of  the  appointment  will  be  conclusive,  in  all  collateral 
proceedings.  The  jurisdiction  of  probate  courts  is  not,  like  that  of 
justices  of  the  peace,  confined  to  special  cases  in  which  tho  juris- 
diction must  appear,  but  their  jurisdiction  pertaining  to  wills  and 
administrators  is  general.  The  subjects  of  their  jurisdiction  are 
clearly  defined,  and  any  action  of  theirs  outside  of  such  subjects 
would  be  of  no  force  or  validity,  and  the  same  may  be  said  of  the 
Circuit  Court;  but  their  action,  on  subjects  exclusively  and  origin- 
ally confined  to  them,  is  entitled  to  the  same  weight  as  that  of  any 
other  court  of  record. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  appointment  of  H.  C.  Scott  as  administra- 
tor of  Higginbotham's  estate  is  to  be  treated  as  a  nullity,  because 
there  is  no  record  showing  the  fact  that  the  deceased  resided  at  the 
date  of  his  death  in  Crawford  county,  in  other  words,  that  tho  record 
must  show  facts  which  authorizea  the  action  of  the  probate  court; 
not  merely  that  an  administrator  was  appointed,  but  that  all  the  re- 
quirements of  the  statute  had  been  duly  complied  with.  The  statute 
provides  that  if  the  deceased  had  no  mansion  house,  or  place  of  abode 
at  the  time  of  the  death,  but  owned  land,  letters  should  be  granted 
in  the  county  in  which  the  greater  part  of  the  land  lies;  and  the 
argument  made  here  would  be  equally  good  in  the  case  of  an  at>- 
pointment  of  an  administrator  of  one  deceased  who  had  no  domi- 
cile, if  the  record  did  not  expressly  show  that  the  greater  part  of 
the  lands  were  in  the  county  in  which  the  appointment  was  made 
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—  and  yet  tliis  would  not  be  seriously  insisted  upon.  In  the  cast 
at  bar,  if  the  position  taken  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error  is  correct,  it 
was  wholly  unnecessary  to  prove  that  Higginbotham  resided,  and 
had  his  mansion  house  in  Dent  county ;  for  the  argument  is  that, 
unless  the  record  shows,  either  that  the  deceased  resided  and  had 
his  mansion  liouse  in  Crawford  county,  or  had  no  residence  or 
mansion  house,  but  owned  lands,  and  that  the  greater  part  of  said 
lands  were  in  Crawford  county,  the  appointment  is  to  be  treated 
as  a  nullity.  The  case  of  Schell  v.  Lelandy  46  Mo.  294,  is  not  an 
authority  for  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  plaintiffs  in  error.  The 
Kansas  city  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was  by  the  terms  of  the  act 
creating  it,  expressly  limited  on  the  subject-matter  of  mechanics' 
liens  to  the  township  in  which  it  was  located,  and  it  was  held  that, 
when  in  that  court  a  lien  was  attempted  to  be  enforced,  the  record 
must  show  that  the  property  against  which  the  lien  was  sought  to 
be  enforced,  was  in  Kaw  township.  It  was  a  local  court  confined 
in  its  jurisdiction  to  Kaw  township,  an  inconsiderable  portion,  geo- 
graphically, of  the  county  of  Jackson.  Such  a  court  is  not  to  be 
treated  as  occupying  the  same  position  as  probate  courts^  which  by 
the  statute  'Hiave  exclusive  original  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  rela- 
tive to  the  probate  of  last  wills  and  testaments,  the  granting  letters 
testamentary  and  of  administration,  etc.,"  and  whose  jurisdiction 
is  co-extensive  with  the  respective  counties  for  which  they  are 
created.  The  case  of  Bryan  v.  Mundy,  14  Mo.  459,  originated  on 
a  motion  in  the  probate  court,  two  years  after  a  demand  was  al- 
lowed and  classified  by  that  court,  to  set  it  aside,  on  the  ground 
that  the  administrator  had  no  notice  that  such  demand  would  be 
presented  for  allowance.  The  record  did  not  show  that  he  had 
notice  and  there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that,  in  fact,  he  had 
no  notice.  That  it  will  be  perceived  was  a  direct  proceeding  to  set 
aside  the  judgment,  between  the  original  parties  to  the  suit,  no 
rights  of  third  persons  intervening  ;  and  although  the  doctrine  of 
that  case,  as  Judge  Sherwood  observed  in  Brooks  v.  DuchwortVs 
AdmWy  *'  has  been  very  often  doubted,"  yet,  admitting  it  to  be 
correct,  it  comes  far  short  of  sustaining  the  doctrine  here  insisted 
upon.  A  careful  analysis  of  the  case  of  ValU  v.  Fleming,  19  Mo. 
454,  we  think,  will  show  that  it  does  not  conflict  with  the  doctrine 
we  have  endeavored  to  maintain.  Judge  Scott  says,  in  that  case, 
"  that  the  County  Courts  have  no  other  jurisdiction  than  that  which 
is  specifically  conferred  on  them  by  statute.    They  have  no  common 
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law  jurisdiction,  nor  can  they  be  said  to  be  courts  of  general  juris- 
diction, in  whose  favor,  by  the  common  law,  the  liberal  intend- 
ments are  indulged,  which  are  extended  to  courts  of  that  character. 
But  the  great  mischief  which  experience  has  shown  arises  from 
avoiding  sales  made  under  the  authority  of  tribunals  having 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject,  have  induced  courts  to  extend  an  en- 
larged liberality  of  construction  to  proceedings  instituted  for  such 
purpose,  with  a  view  to  uphold  them.  As  to  these  proceedings  the 
presumption  extended  to  courts  of  general  jurisdiction  is  indulged." 
In  that  case  the  record  aflBrmatively  showed  that  no  notice  had  been 
given,  and  Judge  Scott  says,  "  How  then  can  a  notice  be  presumed 
when  the  record  on  its  face  shows  that  it  was  impossible,  in  the 
nature  of  things,  that  it  could  have  been  given."  The  same  dis- 
tinguished judge  said,  in  Riley* s  AdnCr  y.McCorcCs  AdmWy  24  Mo. 
267,  '*  an  illegality  in  the  grant  of  letters  of  administration  cannot 
be  taken  advantage  of  in  a  collateral  proceeding.  They  must  be 
regarded  as  valid  until  they  are  regularly  revoked."  In  Strouse  v. 
Drennan,  41  Mo.  289,  this  court  held  a  different  doctrine.  It  is 
there  said  that  "our  county  and  probate  courts  are  not  courts  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction,  according  to  the  common-law  meaning  of  the 
term,  in  which  such  liberal  intendments  are  indulged,  for  they 
have  only  limited  jurisdiction  which  is  especially  conferred  on 
them  by  statute."  To  the  same  effect  is  Gibson  v.  Vaughn^  Adm^r^ 
eicy  61  Mo.  418.  We  think,  after  a  careful  review  of  the  authori- 
ties, that  those  are  not  in  harmony  with  the  best  considered  cases 
in  this  country,  and  should  be  overruled.  The  case  of  Brooks  v. 
Duckworth,  59  Mo.  49,  is  an  express  decision  of  this  court  on  the 
point  under  consideration.  It  was  there  held  that  on  a  presenta- 
tion of  a  demand  to  the  county  court,  for  allowance  against  an 
estate,  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court  to  pass  on  its  validity  at  once 
arose,  and  the  conclusion  of  the  court  upon  the  evidence,  and  all 
other  matters  to  be  adjudicated,  could  not  be  attacked  collaterally. 
In  Kemp's  Lessee  v.  Kennedy,  5  Cranch,  173,  Marshall,  C.  J., 
said:  "All  courts  from  which  an  appeal  lies  are  inferior  courts,  in 
relation  to  the  appellate  court  before  which  their  judgment  may 
be  carried,  but  they  are  not,  therefore,  inferior  courts  in  the  tech- 
nical sense  of  those  words.  They  apply  to  courts  of  special  and 
limited  jurisdiction,  which  are  erected  on  such  principles  that  their 
judgments,  taken  alone,  are  entirely  disregarded,  and  the  proceed- 
ings must  show  their  jurisdiction.  The  courts  of  the  United 
Vol.  XXVII  — 36 
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States  are  all  of  limited  jurisdiction,  and  their  proceedings  are 
erroneous  if  the  jurisdiction  be  not  shown  upon  them.  Judgments 
rendered  in  such  cases  may  certainly  be  reversed,  but  this  court  is 
not  prepared  to  say  that  they  are  absolute  nullities  "  In  Griffith 
Y.  Frazier,  8  Cmnch,  9,  Marshall,  C.  J.,  observed:  "To  give  the 
ordinary  jurisdiction,  a  case  in  which,  by  law,  letters  of  adminis- 
tration may  issue,  must  be  brought  before  him.  In  the  common 
case  of  intestacy  it  is  clear  that  letters  of  administration  must  be 
granted  to  some  person  by  the  ordinary;  and  though  they  should 
be  granted  to  one  not  entitled  by  law,  still  the  act  is  binding  until 
annulled  by  the  competent  authorities,  because  he  had  power  to 
grant  letters  of  administration  in  the  case."  To  the  same  eflfect  is 
the  case  of  McNitt  v.  Turnery  16  Wall.  353.  A  statute  of  Illinois 
provided  that  **  in  all  cases  where  the  intestate  shall  have  been  a 
non-resident,  or  without  a  widow,  next  of  kin,  or  creditors  in  this 
State,  but  having  property  within  the  State,  administration  shall 
be  granted  to  the  public  administrator  of  the  proper  county,  and 
to  no  other  i)er8on."  The  probate  justice  of  Adams  county 
appointed  Archibald  Williams  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
Samuel  Spotts,  deceased,  and,  as  such  admin isti-ator,  he  applied 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  said  county,  and  procured  an  order  to  sell 
certain  tracts  of  land  of  which  said  Spotts  died  seized.  The  proceed- 
ings of  the  probate  court  did  not  show  that  Williams  was  public 
administrator,  nor  did  they  show  that  there  was  no  such  officer  in 
the  county  at  the  time.  Justice  Swayne,  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  said:  "It  does  not  appear  that  Williams  was  not  the 
public  administrator,  and,  if  he  were  not,  that  there  was  any  such 
officer  for  Adams  county  at  that  time.  If  there  was  not,  the 
appointment  of  Williams  was  proper.  Error  must  be  shown.  It 
is  not  to  ho  inferred,  except  where  the  inference  ia  inevitable. 
Every  thing  consistent  with  the  record  which  would  have  war- 
ran  tx»d  the  appointment  will  be  presumed  to  have  existed,  and  to 
have  been  found  and  acted  upon  by  the  court.  Acts  done  which 
presuppose  the  existence  of  other  acts  to  make  them  legally  opera- 
tive, are  presumptive  proof  of  the  latter."  To  the  same  effect  are 
the  cases  of  Gngnonv,  Astor,  2  How.  319;  Kennedy  etal.  v.  Georgia 
St.  Bank,  8  id.  586,  and  McCormick  v.  Sullivant,  10  Wheat  199. 

Propst  V.  Meadows,  13  111.  157,  was  the  case  of  an  allowance  of 
«  demand  against  an  estate,  which  it  was  sought  to  avoid  on  the 
ground  that  the  executor  had  no  notice  of  the  proceeding.    Oatok, 
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/.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  '*  Considering,  as  we 
do,  that  this  judgment  was  not  conclusive  upon  the  executor,  for 
want  of  notice  to  appear  and  defend,  the  question  arises,  in  what 
way  he  may  obtain  relief  against  the  effects  of  the  adjudication. 
We  are  not  now  prepared  to  say  that  this  judgment  was  an  abso- 
lute nullity  from  the  omission  of  the  record  to  show  a  notice  to 
the  executor.  The  county  court,  although  of  limited,  is  not, 
strictly  speaking,  of  inferior,  and  certainly  is  not  a  court  of  special 
jurisdiction.  It  is  a  court  of  record,  and  has  a  general  jurisdiction 
of  unlimited  extent  over  a  particular  class  of  subjects,  and  when 
acting  within  that  sphere,  its  jurisdiction  is  as  general  as  that  of 
the  Circuit  Court.  When,  therefore,  it  is  adjudicating  upon,  the 
administration  of  estates,  over  which  it  has  a  general  jurisdiction, 
as  liberal  intendments  will  be  granted  in  its  favor  as  would  be 
extended  to  the  proceedings  of  the  Circuit  Court;  and  it  is  not 
necessary  that  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  justify  its 
action  should  aflBrmatively  appear  upon  the  face  of  its  proceed- 
ings." In  Wight  v.  Wallbaum,  39  111.  563,  it  was  held  that  ♦^  where 
a  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and  of  the  parties, 
its  judgment  must  be  held  conclusive,  in  all  cases,  except  in  a 
direct  proceeding  for  its  reversal."  That  was  a  case  in  which  it 
was  urged  that  the  failure  of  the  probate  court  to  observe  the 
requirements  of  the  law,  in  granting  letters  of  administration  with 
the  will  annexed,  rendered  the  appointment  void. 

The  case  of  Cutis  v.  Hoskins,  9  Mass.  543,  very  similar  in  its 
facts  to  the  case  at  bar,  and  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  grant  of 
letters  by  the  probate  court  of  one  county,  when  intestate  had 
died  in  another,  which  was  prohibited  by  their  statute,  was  a 
nullity  and  might  be  attacked  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  waa 
reviewed  and  its  doctrine  condemned  by  the  learned  judge  who 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Wight  v.  Wallbaum,  supra, 
Schroyer  v.  Richmo)id  <&  Stagey,  16  Ohio  St.  455,  and  Dequindre  v. 
Williams,  31  Ind.  445,  fully  sustain  the  views  expressed  by  Walker, 
Judge,  in  Wight  v.  Wallbaum.  In  Schroyer  v.  Richmondy  Scotf^  C. 
J.,  observes,  "  whilst  the  statute  requires  the  record  to  contain  *an 
entry  of  the  appointment'  of  all  guardians,  it  nowhere  requires 
that  the  record  shall  show  the  existence  of  a  state  of  facts  such  as 
to  warrant  the  exercise  of  its  authority,  or  the  evidence  upon 
which  the  court  relied,  in  making  the  appointment.  Nor  does  any 
rule  of  law  require  this  of  such  a  court.     True,  it  is  a  court  of 
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limited  jurisdiction,  and  it  is  equally  true  that  the  jurisdiction  of 
each  of  the  courts  of  the  State  is  expressly  limited,  either  by  the 
Constitution  or  by  statute.  But  as  was  said  in  the  case  of  Slieldon 
V.  Netotoriy  3  Ohio  St.  500,  '*  the  distinction  is  not  between  courts 
of  general  and  those  of  limited  jurisdiction,  but  between  courts  of 
record,  that  are  so  constituted  as  to  be  competent  to  decide  on  their 
own  jurisdiction,  and  to  exercise  it  to  a  final  judgment,  without 
setting  forth  the  facts  and  evidence  on  which  it  is  rendered,  and 
whose  records,  when  made,  import  absolute  verity,  and  those  of  an 
inferior  grade,  whose  decisions  are  not  of  themselves  evidence,  and 
whose  judgment  can  be  looked  through  for  the  facts  and  evidence 
necessary  to  sustain  them."  Kimball  v.  Fishy  39  N.  H.  110,  is  in 
harmony  with  the  cases  in  Ohio,  Indiana,  Illinois  and  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States.  The  distinction  is  not  between  courts 
whose  proceedings  are,  and  courts  whose  proceedings  are  not, 
according  to  the  courts  of  common  law;  but  between  courts  of 
record  which  have,  and,  in  the  particular  case,  exercise  their  gen- 
eral original  jurisdiction,  and  courts  not  of  record  —  courts  of 
record,  which  have  a  limited  and  special  jurisdiction,  and  courts  of 
record  having  onginal  general  jurisdiction,  but  which,  in  the  par- 
ticular case,  exercise  a  limited  jurisdiction,  not  within  the  scope  of 
their  general  jurisdiction. 

In  a  note  to  Roderigas  v.  East  River  Savings  Inslitntion,  reported 
in  the  American  Law  Register.  Vol.  5,  No.  4,  213,  Judge  Redfield 
says:  "  There  is  no  very  good  reason  why  the  jurisdiction  of  courts 
of  probate,  so  far  as  it  depends  upon  domicile  within  a  particular 
district  within  the  State,  should  be  allowed  to  be  attacked  collat- 
erally and  all  the  proceedings  rendered  nugatory.  But  the  decisions 
to  this  extent  are  very  numerous,  and  have  never  been  questioned 
to  our  knowledge."  Again  he  says:  *' There  is  no  controversy, 
we  believe,  or  has  been  none  heretofore,  that  courts  of  probate, 
whose  jurisdiction  is  created  and  defined  by  statute  for  the  settle- 
ment of  estates,  within  particular  defined  districts,  must  be  re- 
garded both  as  inferior  courts,  and  of  special  and  limited  jurisdic- 
tion, and  that  no  presumption  could  be  made  in  favor  of  their  juris- 
diction beyond  what  appears  on  the  face  of  their  proceedings,  and 
that  even  where  that  appeared  regularly  it  might  be  contradicted 
in  any  collateral  proceeding,  and  the  whole  action  of  the  court 
rendered  nugatory  and  void  for  all  purposes."  If  we  comprehend 
the  statement  of  this  eminent  author,  it  strikes  us  as  most  remark- 
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able,  in  the  face  of  the  numerous  decisions  we  have  cited,  from 
Ohio,  Indiana,  Illinois,  New  Hampshire,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Ignited  States,  and  to  which  we  now  add  Fisher  v.  Basseil,  9  Leigh, 
119;  Den  ex.  Deni.  Obert  v.  Rammel,  18  N.  J.  Law,  75;  and  Hahn 
V.  KelUy,^^  Cal.  391.  In  nearly  all  of  these  cases,  it  was  expressly  held 
tJiat  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  record  having  general  jurisdiction 
over  administrations,  etc.,  could  not  be  attacked  in  collateral  pro- 
ceedings, and  for  more  than  half  a  century  there  has  not  only 
been  a  controversy  on  the  subject  mentioned  by  Judge  Redfibld, 
but  the  weight  of  authority  overwhelmingly  sustains  the  views  we 
have  herein  expressed,  and  which  are  so  ably  maintained  in  the 
<;ase8  to  which  we  have  referred.  Langworthy  v.  Bakery  23  111.  484, 
cited  by  Judge  Redfield,  does  not  sustain  his  position.  It  was  a 
direct  and  not  a  collateral  proceeding.  It  was  a  writ  of  error  prose- 
cuted for  the  express  purpose  of  having  the  judgment  of  the  probate 
court  reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court,  and  Breese,  J.,  who  deliv- 
ered the  opinion  of  the  court,  cites  approvingly  Propst  y.  Meadows, 
supra.  In  the  case  of  Roderigas  v.  East  River  Savings  Inst.,  63 
N.  Y.  460;  20  Am.  Rep.  555,  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York 
held  that  the  appointment,  by  a  probate  court,  of  an  administrator 
of  the  estate  of  one  not  dead,  could  not  be  attacked  collaterally  ; 
and  it  is  probably  true,  as  Judge  Redfield  remarks,  **  that  that 
decision  is  without  a  precedent,  either  in  English  or  American 
jurisprudence."  By  its  judgment  in  that  case,  the  probate  court 
of  course  without  notice  to  the  living  man,  declared  him  dead,  and 
invested  another  with  title  to  his  property.  No  man  in  New 
York  or  elsewhere  in  the  United  States  can  be  deprived  of 
his  property,  except  by  due  process  of  law,  and  it  would  be 
strange  indeed,  if,  in  such  a  case  as  Roderigas',  the  supposed  de- 
ceased could  not  against  the  whole  world  assert  his  rights  againsi 
such  a  judgment,  either  directly  or  collaterally.  Probate  courts 
have  no  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  them  over  the  estates  of  liv- 
ing men.  An  order  appointing  an  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
a  living  man  would  have  the  effect,  if  valid,  of  taking  the  prop- 
erty of  one  man,  without  his  consent,  and  vesting  it  in  another. 
Not  so  of  the  appointment  of  one  as  administrator,  not  entitled, 
against  another,  who  has  by  law  the  right  to  administer.  The  lat- 
ter has  no  right  of  property  that  would  be  divested,  and  the  con- 
dition of  things  exists,  in  regard  to  that  estate,  which  awakes  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court  then,  and   only  then,  becoming 
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posseBsed  of  power  and  authority  to  exercise  its  general  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  particular  case.     Griffith  v.  Frazier,  8  Qranch,  9. 

When  Higgingbotham  died,  it  became  necessary  to  appoint  an 
administrator  of  his  estate.  The  probate  court  had  to  determine 
several  questions  of  fact  before  making  the  appointment;  among 
them,  that  Higginbotham  was  dead,  that  he  resided  and  had  a 
mansion  house  in  the  county  where  the  court  was  asked  to  make 
the  appointment,  or  that,  when  he  died,  he  had  no  place  of 
abode  or  mansion  house,  that  he  owned  land  in  that  county, 
and  that  it  was  the  greater  part  of  his  land.  Having  a  general 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  and  the  law  requiring  the 
court  to  pass  upon  those  questions,  before  granting  letters  of  ad- 
ministration on  his  estate,  it  is  to  be  exclusively  presumed,  in  a  col- 
lateral proceeding,  that  the  court  not  only  did  so,  but  that  it  cor- 
rectly passed  upon  them.  To  allow  their  heirs,  or  any  one  else,  in 
a  collateral  proceeding  toquestion  the  correctness  of  the  judgment 
of  the  court,  would  so  imperil  the  titles  conveyed  at  administrators 
sales  of  lands  that  no  prudent  man  would  bid  their  value,  and 
estates  would  be  sacrificed.  Both  public  policy  and  the  weight  of 
authority  sustain  the  title  which  defendant  acquired  by  his  pur- 
chase at  the  administrator's  sale,  and  as  the  instructions  which  the 
court  gave  the  jury  are  in  harmony  with  these  views,  and  those 
asked  by  plaintiffs  and  refused,  asserted  the  contrary  doctrine* 
the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

All  concur  except  Hough,  J.,  who  concurs  in  the  result. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

NOTB  BT  THB  Rkportbr.  —  The  case  of  RodeiriQM  v.  E<ut  River  SeminQB  /natitution 
oame  airaln  before  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals,  and  was  decided  March  18, 1879. 
We  extract  the  foIIowioK  abstract  of  the  decision  from  19  Alb.  L.J.  868  : 

**Id  ail  action  by  this  plaintiff  as  administratrix  of  her  husband  against  this  defend- 
ant, this  court  held  that  the  payment,  by  defendant,  to  Isabella  McNeil,  who  had 
been  appointed  administratrix  of  the  estate  of  her  husband,  was  a  bar,  although  it 
appeared  that  at  the  time  of  issuing  letters  of  administration  the  husk>and  was  alive. 
08  N.  T.  400.  In  this  case  the  defendant  sets  up  in  bar  payment  of  the  moneys 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  Mrs.  McNeil,  who  preeented  such  letters  upon  plaintHTs 
estate.  The  facts  are  alike  in  both  cases,  except  that  here  it  was  proved  that  Mrs. 
McNeil's  petition  for  letters  was  never  presented  to  the  surrogate,  and  he  never  saw 
her,  and  never  acted  upon  the  petition  nor  knew  of  it,  nor  of  the  issuing  of  letters, 
but  the  letters  were  issued  by  his  clerk,  who  used  a  blank  which  had  been  signed  by 
the  surrogate  and  left  with  him,  and  to  which  he  attached  the  seal.  The  only  proof 
of  death,  in  this  case,  was  the  allegation  in  the  petition,  upon  ^*  the  beet  of  her  knowl- 
edge. Information  and  belief.**  BOA,  that  the  defense  was  unavailing.  At  common 
law  letters  of  administration  upon  the  estate  of  a  living  person  are  void.  JoehumKn 
▼.  SuffiMi  Batik,  8  Allen,  87 ;  AUen  v.  Dundas,  3  T.  R.  126 ;  Oriffith  v.  FYtizier,  8  Cranch, 
t ;  MeUa  v.  Sknona,  19  Alb.  L.  J.  198.    When  it  appears  that  there  was  no  Judicial  deter* 
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minaUoii  of  the  fact  of  death.  It  ts  difficult  to  support  the  ffrant  of  letters  even  to 
protect  Innocent  persons.  Proceedings  of  courts,  especially  of  limited  Jurisdiction, 
may  be  attacked  collaterally  for  want  of  Jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter.  If  the 
court  had  Jurisdiction,  its  exercise  is  conclublve,  until  reversed,  however  irregular  or 
erroneous.  If  the  surrogate  has  general  Jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  his  declf»- 
fon  whether  the  case  calls  for  its  exercise  or  not  is  protected  against  collateral  attack. 
2  Cow.  &  Hlirs  Notes,  087.  The  surrogate  has  no  Jurisdiction  to  grant  admlnlstraiiou 
on  estates  of  living  persons.  If  the  person  is  actually  dead,  the  surrogate  has  Jurlsdlc- 
ton  over  the  subject-matter,  and  although  he  acts  erroneously,  his  aciiuu  cannot  be 
collaterally  Impeached.  Payment  to  an  executor  of  a  forged  will  is  a  valid  discharge 
(Alien  V.  Dundas^  8  T.  R.  126),  because  the  court  had  Jurisdiction,  and  Its  decision  that 
the  will  was  valid  was  good  until  reversed,  liy  the  former  decision  of  this  court  the 
statute  was  held  to  extend  the  Jurisdiction  to  issue  letters  so  that  they  may  be  issued 
not  only  upon  estates  of  dead  persons,  but  upon  estates  of  persons  whom  the  surrogate 
should  Jadlcially  determine  to  be  dead.  But  here  It  is  not  sought  to  impeach  the 
Judgment  of  the  surrogate,  but  only  to  show  that  he  never  acted,  never  exercised  his 
Judgment.  It  may  be  shown  that  his  seal  was  forged  (1  Wms.  Ex.  489),  and  that  the 
blank  had  been  stolen  and  filled  up  by  a  third  person.  In  this  cose  the  act  of  the  clerk 
was  at  least  unauthorized.  The  surrogate  cannot  delegate  his  Judicial  powers.  Powell 
T.  TuUU^  3  Comst.  396 ;  Keleer  v.  FVort,  22  Barb.  400.  Either  the  plaintiff  must  have  been 
dead,  or  the  surrogate  must  have  Judicially  so  determined .  Neither  was  true  in  fact 
there  was  no  exercise  of  power;  and  the  letters  are  without  any  Jurisdiction.  Again, not 
only  did  the  surrogate  never  act,  but  there  was  no  proof  that  the  plaintiff  was  dead. 
This  fact  would  not  have  rendered  the  letters  void,  if  the  surrogate  had  really  acted. 
It  9eem8,  The  rule  protecting  the  acts  of  roiulsterlal  officers  {Savacool  v.  Boughtviu  h. 
Wend.  170)  has  no  application  here.  Nor  was  Mrs.  McNeil  a  tie  facto  administratrix, 
because  the  surrogate  had  no  color  of  authority,  having  no  Jurisdiction.  Administra- 
tors are  not  public  officers,  and  the  principle  does  not  apply  to  them  so  fully  as  to 
public  officers.  If  seems,  that  If  the  surrogate  had  held  upon  evidence  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  dead,  Mrs.  McNeil  would  have  been  a  de  facto  administratrix.  The  defendant 
is  not  the  only  innocent  party;  the  plaintiff  is  also  Innocent,  and  her  property  cannot 
be  taken  away  without  her  consent  and  without  authority  of  law.  Order  of  General 
Term  affirmed  and  Judgment  absolute  for  plaintiff." 


State  v.  Draper. 

<65  Mo.  335.) 

Criminal  law  —  emdenre  —  dying  declarations. 

On  a  trial  for  murder,  dying  declarations  are  admissible  in  evidence,  when 
made  in  view  of  impending  death  and  after  abandonment  of  all  hope  of 
recovery,  as  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  constituting  the  res  gestcB  of  the 
homicide,  bat  not  as  to  matters  occurring  anterior  to  and  not  immediately 
connected  with  it.* 


I 


NDICTMENT  for  murder.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 
John  (yDayy  for  appellant. 


♦  See  suae  v.  Pattermm  (46  Vt.  808),  12  Am.  Rep.  800;  Brown  v.  (\>m.  (78  Penn.  St.  SSII 
18  Am  Rep.  740:  SwUher  v    Com.  (96  Qratt.  968),  21  Am.  Rep.  380. 
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/.  L,  Smith,  attorney-general,  for  the  State. 

XoRTON,  J.  The  defendant  was  indicted  for  murder  in  the  first 
degree  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Jasper  county,  at  its  September  term, 
1876,  for  the  killing  of  one  J.  L.  Gilbert.  On  defendant's  appli- 
cation the  venue  of  the  cause  was  changed  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Greene  county.  In  this  latter  court  defendant  was  put  upon  his 
trial,  at  its  May  term,  1877,  which  resulted  in  his  conviction  for 
murder  in  the  first  degree.  Unsuccessful  motions  for  a  new  trial 
and  in  arrest  of  judgment  having  been  made,  the  cause  is  brought 
here  for  review  on  appeal. 

The  grounds  relied  upon  for  reversal  of  the  judgment  are  the 
insufficiency  of  the  indictment,  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  receive 
legal  evidence,  tlie  reception  of  illegal  evidence,  giving  improper  an(J 
refusing  proper  instructions. 

[Omitting  the  first  objection.] 

In  the  progress  of  the  trial  witness  Carter  was  permitted  to 
testify  as  to  the  dying  declaration  of  Gilbert,  against  defendant's 
objections.  His  evidence  was  as  follows:  "Gilbert  told  him  he 
could  not  live  till  morning,  that  he  could  not  live  through  the 
night.  Gilbert's  voice  was  very  weak.  He  told  me  his  trouble 
with  Draper  originated  about  a  trunk;  that  Draper  and  his  wife 
had  boarded  with  him;  that  some  two  or  three  weeks  before,  they 
went  away,  owing  him  for  board,  and  he  left  the  trunk;  that  he 
and  Draper  had  trouble  about  it  then,  that  they  quarrelled,  and 
Draper  abused  him  ;  that  Draper  had  been  to  him  afterward  for 
the  trunk  and  threatened  him;  that  he  refused  to  let  him  have  it 
till  he  paid  him,  and  that  he  had  kept  the  trunk;  that  Draper 
came  to  his  house  on  Saturday  evening  before  that  evening,  and 
called  him  out  doors  and  outside  the  gate  and  told  him  that  by 
G-d,  the  d-d  son  of  a  bitch,  if  he  did  not  give  up  the  trunk  he 
would  cut  his  G-d  d-d  heart  out,  and  skin  him,  and  hang  his  skin 
upon  the  fence  to  dry;  that  Draper  knocked  him  down,  and  inflicted 
the  wounds  of  which  he,  Gilbert,  believed  he  was  dying." 

It  is  urged  as  an  objection  to  the  evidence  that  no  proper  foun- 
dation had  been  laid  for  its  introduction,  and  that  all  that  por- 
tion of  the  statement  made  by  Gilbert  relating  to  what  occurred 
two  or  three  weeks  an  tenor  to  the  difficulty  in  which  he  was 
stabbed,  and  all  that  he  said  in  regard  to  a  quarrel  about  a  trunk, 
and  the  threats  of  Draper  previously  made,  was  incompetent,  even 
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though  the  State  had  laid  a  proper  foundation  for  the  introduction 
of  the  dying  declaration  of  the  deceased.  We  think  that  a  proper  and 
sufficient  foundation  had  been  laid  for  the  admission  of  Gilbert's 
statement  for,  previous  to  his  making  it,  and  on  the  same  night  it  was 
madc,his  attending  physician  testified  that  he  had  informed  him  that 
he  could  not  get  well,  and  that  there  was  no  hope  for  his  recovery,  and 
that  Gilbert  believed  what  he  told  him.  Gilbert  also  told  witness 
Garter,  at  the  time  he  made  the  statement,  that  he  could  not  live 
till  morning.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  statements  were  made 
by  Gilbert  after  he  had  abandoned  all  hope  of  recovery,  and  in 
view  of  death  then  impending.  There  was,  therefore,  no  error  com- 
mitted by  the  court  in  admitting  what  Gilbert  said  at  that  time,  so 
far  as  his  statement  related  to  and  was  confined  to  what  was  said 
and  done  when  he  was  fatally  wounded  by  the  defendant. 

It  seems  to  be  well  established  law  that  dying  declarations  are 
admissible  as  to  those  facts  and  circumstances  constitut- 
ing the  res  gesfcB  of  the  homicide,  but  as  to  all  other  mat- 
ters occurring  anterior  to  the  killing,  and  not  immediately  con- 
nected with  it,  they  are  inadmissible.  In  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  156,  it  is 
said.  *'it  is  now  well  settled  that  dying  declarations  are  admissible  as 
such  only  in  cases  of  homicide,  when  the  death  of  the  deceased  is 
the  subject  of  the  charge,^nd  the  circumstances  of  the  death  are 
the  subjects  of  the  dying  oeclaration."  We  have  not  been  able  to 
find  any  case  where  such  evidence  has  been  given  a  wider  scope  than 
is  laid  down  in  the  above  rule.  In  the  case  of  Leiber  v.  Common- 
wealth,  9  Bush,  11,  it  was  held  that  dying  declarations  should  be 
restricted  to  the  act  of  killing,  and  the  circumstances  immediately 
attending  it,  and  forming  a  part  of  the  res  gesfm.  In  that  case  the 
declaration  given  in  evidence,  not  only  conduced  to  identify  the 
defendant  as  the  perpetrator  of  the  homicide,  and  the  circum- 
stances immediately  attending  it,  but  it  also  purported  to  disclose 
former  and  distinct  transactions,  from  which  the  jury  might  have 
inferred  malice  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  Hardin,  J., 
in  delivering  the  opinion,  says:  *^The  court  erred  in  admitting  a 
part  of  the  dying  statements,  however  competent  the  evidence  may 
have  heen,  and  for  that  cause,  if  for  no  other,  the  judgment  should 
be  reversed."  In  the  case  of  Mose  (a  slave)  v.  The  States  35  Ala. 
421,  the  defendant  was  charged  with  killing  one  Martin  Oaks,  an 
overseer.  On  the  trial  the  dying  declarations  of  the  deceased  were 
admitted,  giving  the  citcumstanoes  attending  the  homicide,  in  giv- 
VoL.  XXVn— 37 
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•ng  which  deceased  stated  "  tliat  Moses,  the  defendant,  was  the  only 
^lave  on  the  plantation  at  enmity  with  him,"  and  that  **  Moses  was 
H  runaway."  In  the  opinion  of  the  court  it  is  said  that  the  declara- 
^ions  by  deceased,  that  Moses  was  the  only  slave  on  the  place  at 
mmity  with  him,  and  that  Moses  was  a  runaway,  do  not  fall 
in  thin  the  principle  admitting  dying  declarations,  and  the  court  in 
4dmittiiig  them  erred.  The  enmity  of  the  defendant  toward 
deceased,  of  which  previous  threats  and  previous  attempts  to  com- 
mit the  same  act  would  have  been  evidence  in  the  case,  pointing  to 
^he  accused  as  the  guilty  party,  was  a  fact  extrinsic  to  the  circum* 
Btances  attending  t\\e  homicide.  The  judgment  was  reversed  for 
that  error;  so,  also,  in  the  following  cases  :  Johnson  v.  The  State, 
17  Ala.  618;  Be7u  v.  TJie  State,  37  id.  103. 

In  the  case  of  TJie  State  v.  Shelton,  2  Jones  (N.  C),  360,  the 
deceased,  in  making  his  dying  declarations,  stated  that  two  or 
three  hours  before  the  rencounter,  in  which  he  received  the  blow 
which  caused  his  death,  he  had  had  a  difficulty  and  quarrel  with 
the  defendant.  This  latter  declaration  was  admitted,  and  for  the 
error  in  admitting  it  the  judgment  was  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
awarded,  the  court  holding  that  dying  declarations  must  be 
restricted  to  the  act  of  killing,  and  the  circumstances  immediately 
attending  the  act  and  forming  a  part  of  the  res  gestm.  In  the  case 
of  Nelson  v.  Tlie  State,  7  Humph.  542,  OTe  defendant  was  indicted 
and  convicted  for  the  murder  of  one  Sellers.  On  the  trial  the  fol- 
lowing dying  declarations  of  deceased  were  admitted:  "That 
Nelson,  the  prisoner,  had  stabbed  him;  that  Nelson  had  tried  to 
kill  him  two  or  three  times  before."  It  was  held  that  dying  decla- 
rations were  admissible  from  the  necessity  of  the  case  to  identify 
the  prisoner  and  establish  the  circumstances  of  the  res  gestm  or 
direct  transaction  from  which  death  results.  When  they  relate  to 
former  and  distinct  transactions,  they  do  not  come  within  the 
principle  of  necessity.  In  the  case  of  Hackett  v.  The  People,  54 
Barb.  370,  the  dying  declarations  of  deceased  were  admitted.  They 
contained  not  only  an  account  of  the  transaction  which  terminated 
in  the  death  of  the  deceased,  but  also  other  facts,  and  among  them 
the  statement  "  that  Hackett,  the  defendant,  had  often  threatened 
to  kill  him."  The  prisoners  counsel  objected  to  reading  the  whole 
statement,  admitting  that  a  portion  might  be  read.  This  objection 
was  overruled.  Inobaham,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  in  speaking  of  that  portion  of   the  declaration  in  which 
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deceased  stated  ''that  Hackett  had  often  threatened  to  kill  him," 
ohserved  that  ''this  statement  was  clearly  open  to  the  objection 
that  it  did  not  relate  to  the  transaction  from  which  the  death 
resalted/'  and  adds  that  its  effect  on  the  jury  may  have  been  Tery 
injurious.  "  The  prisoner  was  on  trial  for  his  life,  and  the  whole 
question,  whether  he  could  be  convicted  of  murder  in  the  first 
degree,  was  to  be  decided  by  proof  of  prior  ill-will,  or  prior  cause 
for  a  premeditaited  act  It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  dangerous  prece- 
dent fco  extend  the  rule  which  admits  dying  declarations,  made 
nuder  conviction  that  the  party  must  die,  beyond  the  immediate 
transactions  which  led  to  his  death.  The  evidence  referred  to 
should  not  have  been  received  and  the  judgment  should  be 
reversed."  The  limits  prescribed  to  the  admissibility  of  dying 
declarations  in  the  rule  as  laid  down  by  Oreenleaf,  supra^  and  as 
illustrated  in  the  adjudicated  cases  above  alluded  to,  in  which  the 
rule  has  been  practically  applied,  necessarily  lead  to  a  reversal  of 
the  judgment  in  this  case  on  the  ground  that  only  so  much  of  Gil- 
bert's dying  declaration  as  related  to  the  killing  and  the  facts  and 
circumstances  attending  it,  and  constituting  a  part  of  the  res  gestm, 
should  have  been  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury.  The  cause  in  other 
respects  seems  to  have  been  well  tried.  Judgment  reversed  and 
cause  remanded,  in  which  the  other  judges  concur. 

Judgment  reversed. 


State  v.  O'Connor. 

(66  Mo.  874.) 
Oriminal  law  —  abierU  wUness  —  6bjeet%on$  to  eMenee, 

A  witness  for  the  prisoner  having  been  sabpoenaed  on  a  criminal  trial,  and 
not  appearing,  a  statement  of  his  supposed  testimony  was  read  by  oonseoL 
HM,  Uiat  the  prisoner  thas  waived  his  right  to  the  personal  presence  of 
the  witness.* 

On  a  criminal  trial,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  exdade  improper  evideiim 
offered  by  the  State,  even  if  not  properly  objected  to  by  the  prisoner. 


I 


NDIOTMBNT.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 
J.  L.  Smithy  attorney-general,  for  the  State. 
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Henry,  J.  Defendant  asked  for  an  attachment  against  a  wit- 
ness who  had  been  subpoenaed  in  his  behalf,  whereupon  the  prosecut- 
ing attorney  proposed  to  admit  as  evidence  a  statement  of  what 
would  be  testified  to  by  West,  the  witness,  to  be  prepared  by  defend- 
ant's counsel,  and  thereupon  the  trial  proceeded.  The  statement 
of  what  West  would  testify  to,  prepared  by  defendant's  attorney, 
was  by  the  defendant  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  the  record  showing  that  his  application  for  an  attachment  was 
refused,  or  that  defendant  was  compelled  to  proceed  with  the  trial 
without  the  presence  of  West ;  on  the  contrary,  it  appears  that 
defendant  voluntarily  went  to  trial. 

On  the  trial  of  the  cause,  against  defendant's  objection,  the 
sheriff  of  the  county  was  by  the  court  permitted  to  testify  that 
*•  in  December,  1876,  when  he  took  charge  of  the  jail,  the  defendant 
was  in  jail  under  the  name  of  Charles  Howard,  on  a  charge  of 
petit  larceny."  The  indictment  was  found  on  the  16th  of  March, 
1877,  and  it  may  be  that  the  sheriff's  testimony  related  to  the  very 
offense  for  which  the  defendant  was  indicted,  although  he  speaks  of 
the  charge  as  petit  larceny,  and  the  indictment  was  for  grand 
larceny  ;  but  it  is  not  improbable,  nor  can  we  assume  the  contrary, 
that  the  offense  for  which  he  was  in  jail  was  another  and  different 
offense.  The  evidence  was  irrelevant  and  incompetent  if  it  related 
to  any  other  offense  than  that  for  which  he  was  indicted,  and,  as 
we  cannot  say  that  it  did  not  relate  to  another  and  distinct  offense, 
it  was  error  to  admit  the  evidence. 

The  State  contends  that  as  the  objection  to  the  evidence  was 
not  specific,  but  general,  it  cannot  be  considered  by  this  court. 
That  such  is  the  rule  in  civil  proceeding  has  been  held  in  many 
cases  in  this  State  ;  but  does  it  obtain,  on  the  contrary,  are  there 
not  good  reasons  why  it  should  not  obtain  in  criminal  cases?  It 
is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  see  that  innocent  men  are  not  convicted. 
It  has  often  been  held  that  the  court  is  counsel  for  the  accused  ;  at 
all  events  such  is  the  interest  of  the  State  that  none  but  the  guilty 
should  be  confined  on  criminal  charges,  that  the  court  should 
exclude  from  the  jury,  all  improper  evidence  against  the  accused 
whether  the  objection  be  general  or  special.  Even  in  civil  proceed- 
ings, when,  as  in  this  case,  the  irrelevancy  and  incompetency  o£ 
the  evidence  is  at  once  apparent,  there  is  no  good  reason  for  the 
application  of  the  rule  requiring  specific  objections  to  the  testi- 
mony. The  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded.  All 
concur.  Judgment  reversed. 
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Johnson  v.  St.  Louis  Dispatch  Company. 

(65  Mo.  539.) 
Ldbel  —  corporation, 

A  publishing  corporation  is  liable  to  au  action  for  libel. 

One  published  of  another  that  he  disgraced  an  oflice  which  he  had  filled ;  thai 
he  had  been  accused  of  horse-stealing,  had  sued  his  accusers,  and  the 
defendants  had  a  verdict.  HM^  that  this  imputed  the  crime  of  grand  lar^ 
ceny. 

A  CTION  for  libel.     The  opinion  states  the  facte. 

Marshall  &  Barclay,  for  appellant. 

Lee  &  Adams  and  Henderson  £  Shields^  for  respondent. 

Henry,  J.  This  was  a  suit  commenced  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
St.  Louis  county  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  libel,  published 
in  the  St.  Louis  Dispatch,  a  newspaper  owned  and  published  in  the 
city  of  St.  Louis.    The  following  was  the  publication : 

"  Then  there  was  H.  B.  Johnson,  who  disgraced  the  office  now 
filled  by  H.  Clay  Ewing.  He  was  once  accused  of  stealing  a  stud 
horse  in  Lafayette  county.  He  sued  the  party  of  accusers,  and  at 
the  trial,  where  four  Federal  office-holders  made  a  part  of  the  jury, 
a  verdict  was  brought  in  for  the  defendant." 

There  was  a  demurrer  to  the  petition  on  the  ground  that  it  did 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and  the 
point  relied  upon  was  that  the  foregoing  publication  did  not  charge 
a  criminal  offense.  The  demurrer  was  sustained  at  Special  Term. 
On  appeal  to  General  Term  the  judgment  was  reversed,  from  which 
defendant  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  where  the  judgment 
of  the  General  Term  was  affirmed,  and  defendant  prosecuted  an 
appeal  to  this  court 

That  the  publication  imputed  the  crime  of  grand  larceny  to  the 
defendant  is  clear.  That  is  the  obvious  import  of  the  language. 
In  Button  t.  Haywood,  8  Mod.  24,  Pratt,  C.  J.,  said:  "We  are  to 
understand  words  in  the  same  sense  as  the  hearers  understand 
them,  but  when  words  stand  indifferent  and  are  equally  liable  to 
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two  distinct  interpretations,  we  ought  to  construe  them  in  mitiori 
sensUy  but  we  will  never  make  any  exposition  against  the  plain, 
natural  import  of  the  words."  In  The  Kiiig  v.  Watson  et  al.,  2  T. 
R  199,  Mr.  Justice  Buller  said:  *'  Upon  occasions  of  this  sort  I 
have  never  adopted  any  other  rule  than  that  frequently  stated  by 
Lord  Mansfield  to  juries,  desiring  them  to  read  the  paper  stated 
to  be  a  libel  and  say  whether  in  their  minds  it  conveys  the  sense 
imputed."  The  language  here  was  but  a  publication  to  the  world 
that  plaintiff  had  been  accused  of  stealing  a  horse  and  that  he 
instituted  a  suit  to  recover  damages  for  slander  and  that  the  jury 
found  him  guilty  by  finding  a  verdict  for  defendant.  It  alleges 
that  plaintiff  has  disgraced  the  oflBce  he  had  filled.  How  ?  He 
was  accused  of  stealing  a  stud  horse  in  Lafayette  county,  and  sued 
for  damages,  and,  on  a  trial  by  jury,  their  verdict  was  for  the 
defendant.  What  is  the  inference  which  men  of  common  under- 
standing would  draw  from  the  language?  Clearly  that  plaintiff 
had  stolen  the  horse.  Those  good  citizens  who  read  the  publica- 
tion and  believed  it  to  be  true  would  have  shunned  the  plaintiff  as 
one  tainted  with  an  infamous  crime.  If  such  language  be  not 
actionable,  a  newspaper  may  libel  a  man  with  impunity.  In 
Delatiy  v.  Jones,  4  Esp.  191,  the  publication  was  as  follows: 

"This  is  to  request  that  if  any  printer  or  other  person  can  ascer- 
tain that  James  Delany,  Esq.,  some  years  since  residing  at  Cork, 
late  lieutenant  in  the  North  Lincoln  Militia,  was  married  previous 
to  nine  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the  10th  of  August,  1799,  they 
will  give  notice,  etc.,  and  receive  the  award."  Lord  Ellenborouqh 
left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  advertisement  imputed  a 
charge  of  bigamy  to  the  plaintiff.  The  stereotyped  formulas  of 
slander,  "they  say,"  **it  is  said,"  *'it  is  generally  believed,"  are 
about  as  effectual  modes  of  blasting  reputation  as  distinctly  and 
directly  to  charge  the  crime. 

That  one  heard  another  make  the  charge  which  he  repeats  will 
not  screen  him  unless,  at  the  time  of  repeating  the  words,  he 
affords  the  plaintiff  a  cause  of  action  against  the  original  author. 
Starkie  on  Slander,  69.  For  instance,  where  defendant  said,  "  A 
woman  told  me  that  she  heard  one  say  that  Meggs,  his  wife,  had 
poisoned  Griffin,  her  first  husband,  in  a  mess  of  milk,"  it  was  held 
actionable.  Putting  the  charge  in  an  interrogative  form  will  not 
avail  the  defendant.  The  words  "  Did  you  hear  that  J.  S.is  guilty 
of  treason?"  were   held  actionable,  as  directly  imputing  to  J.  S. 
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the  crime  of  treason.  We  shall  not  extend  these  remarks,  bat  ' 
adopt  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  this  case  as  a  very 
clear  and  satisfactory  statement  of  the  law.  The  press  should  not, 
and  under  our  Constitution  cannot,  be  muzzled.  Too  much  can- 
not be  said  in  its  praise  for  the  good  it  has  accomplished  in  the 
world.  The  utmost  latitude  consistent  with  the  rights  of  others 
should  be  given  it  to  criticise  the  conduct  both  of  public  men  and 
private  citizens^  but  the  peace  and  good  order  of  society  demand 
that  it  be  kept  within  the  bounds  of  legitimate  criticism.  *'  A 
newspaper  proprietor  (says  Townshend,  in  his  work  on  Slander  and 
Libel,  page  343),  is  not  privileged  as  such  in  the  dissemination  of 
news,  but  is  liable  for  what  he  publishes  in  the  same  manner  as 
any  other  individual." 

We  think  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  publishing  corpora- 
tion is  liable  in  an  action  for  a  libel.  As  remarked  by  the  Court 
of  Appeals  in  this  case,  **  if  the  contrary  were  the  law,  there  would 
be  almost  perfect  immunity  for  the  newspaper  press,  most  of  the 
large  newspapers  in  the  world  being  the  property  of  corporations." 
OilUtt  V.  Mo,  Valley  R.  R.  Co,,  55  Mo.  315  ;  17  Am.  Rep.  653  (over- 
ruling Child  V.  The  Bank  of  the  State  of  Miaso^iri),  cited  by  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  fully  sustains  the  views  of  that  court  on  this 
subject.  All  concurring,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  is 
affirmed  and  the  cause  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  St.  Louis, 
in  which  it  originated.  Judgment  affirmed. 


State  v.  Culver, 

(06  Mo.  007.) 
SighfMy — abandonment  —  adverse  possession. 

Ten  yean'^on-aser  of  a  public  highway  does  not  amount  to  an  abandonment 
of  the  easement,  nor  does  the  inclosure  of  the  roadway  by  the  owner  of  the 
adjacent  land  for  the  like  period  entitle  him  to  retain  poBsesslon  of  it 

INDICTMENT  for  obstructing  a  public  road.  The  opinion  states 
the  facts. 

William  fferen,  for  appellant. 
/.  L.  Smithy  attorney-general,  for  the  State. 
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Norton,  J.  Defendant  was  indicted  at  the  August  term,  1874,' 
of  the  Andrew  Circuit  Court,  for  obstructing  a  public  road  by 
building  a  fence  across  it  so  as  to  obstruct  and  injure  the  passage 
of  the  same.  He  was  put  upon  his  trial,  found  guilty,  and  his  fine 
assessed  at  $20.  His  motion  for  new  trial  having  been  overruled 
he  brings  the  cause  here  by  appeal.  The  court  gave  among  others, 
the  following  instruction  on  the  part  of  the  State,  to  which  de- 
fendant excepted,  viz.: 

3d.  But  if  you  find  that  the  defendant,  or  those  under  whom 
he  claims  title  to  his  land,  fenced  in  or  across  the  road,  and  kept 
and  maintained  such  fence  for  the  period  of  ten  years  successively, 
next  before  the  finding  of  the  indictment,  or  for  any  one  period  of 
ten  years  successively  at  any  time  before  the  finding  of  the  indict- 
ment, claiming  the  right  to  use  the  land  so  fenced  in  fee  and  inde- 
pendently of  said  easement  or  roadway,  then  the  defendant  had  a 
right  to  maintain  his  fence,  or  build  another  on  the  same  ground, 
and  to  the  same  extent,  and  would  not  be  guilty  in  so  doing,  under 
the  law  of  obstructing  the  highway  or  road. 

The  defendant  asked  the  following  declaration,  which  was  re- 
fused, to  which  he  excepted:  Although  the  jury  may  believe  from 
the  evidence  that  the  road  in  question  on  the  lands  of  the  defendant 
had  been  located  by  Fox,  Hall  and  Bedford,  as  commissioners  ap- 
pointed by  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  this  State,  and  that  the 
county  court  of  Andrew  county  caused  the  same  to  be  opened  as  a 
public  road;  yet,  if  the  jury  further  find  from  the  evidence  that 
said  road  was  not  kept  up  as  a  public  road,  and  that  the  public 
ceased  to  use  the  same  as  a  public  road  for  ten  years  next  before 
defendant  fenced  the  same,  then  the  public  lost  the  easement 
therein,  and  defendant  is  not  liable  for  fencing  the  same. 

The  action  of  the  court  in  giving  and  refusing  the  above  in- 
structions is  the  error  complained  of.  The  record  shows  that  the 
evidence  tended  to  prove  that  the  road  across  which  defendant 
erected  his  fence,  had  ceased  to  be  used  by  the  public?,  and  had 
been  abandoned  for  more  than  ten  years  as  a  public  road  before  the 
erection  of  defendant's  fence;  that  the  road  in  question  had  been 
surveyed,  located  and  established  under  an  act  of  the  legislature 
approved  March  14, 1859,  and  that  defendant,  in  1873,  built  a 
fence  across  the  same,  on  his  own  land,  so  as  to  obstruct  the 
travel.  When  the  road  was  located  and  established,  in  pursuance 
•^f  the  act  of  the  le<:islature  authorizing  its  establishment,  the  right 
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of  the  public  to  use  it  as  a  road  became  vested.  The  easement 
thus  acquired  over  the  land  upon  which  it  was  located  could  only 
be  defeated  either  by  a  discontinuance  or  vacation  of  the  road  by 
the  county  court  on  proper  proceedings  instituted  for  that  pur- 
pose, or  by  a  repeal  of  the  law  creating  it,  or  by  non-user  of  the 
same  as  a  road  by  the  public  for  such  length  of  time  as  in  legal 
contemplation  would  amount  to  an  abandonment  of  it.  It  is  not 
pretended  that  the  road  had  been  vacated  as  the  statute  pro- 
vides it  might  have  been  whenever  it  ceased  to  be  of  public  use,  nor 
is  it  pretended  that  the  law  establishing  it  had  been  i*epealed.  If 
the  public  have  lost  their  right  to  the  use  thereof,  it  has  been  by  non- 
user;  and  this  brings  us  directly  to  the  question,  will  the  non-user  of 
a  road,  which  the  public  have  acquired  a  right  to  use  as  such  for  ten 
years,  amount  in  law  to  such  an  abandonment  of  the  easement  as 
will  justify  the  owner  of  land  through  which  it  passes,  in  fencing 
it  up  without  subjecting  himself  to  prosecution  for  obstructing  a 
public  highway.  There  can  be  no  question  but  that  defendant,  as 
the  owner  of  the  land  over  which  the  road  passed,  retained  the  fee 
and  all  rights  of  property  not  inconsistent  with  the  public  use  of  it, 
and  if  the  use  of  the  highway  in  question  had  been  abandoned  or 
lost  he  would  be  entitled  to  his  original  unnicumbered  dominion 
over  it.  Angel  on  Highways,  366.  But  has  it,  in  the  case  before 
us,  been  abandoned  or  lost  ?  Under  the  views  heretofore  expressed 
by  this  court,  we  think  it  has  not.  In  the  case  of  the  State  v. 
Young,  27  Mo.  259,  the  defendant  was  indicted  for  obstructing  a  j 
public  road,  and  in  disposing  of  the  case  Judge  Scott  observed  "  that 
when  use  alone  is  relied  upon  as  an  evidence  of  a  dedication  of  a  right 
of  way  to  the  public,  disconnected  with  any  act  of  the  owner  show- 
ing an  intention  to  dedicate,  it  must  continue  the  length  of  time 
necessary  to  bar  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  land. 
It  would  seem  to  follow  that  the  same  length  of  time  would  be 
necessary  to  raise  a  presumption  of  an  abandonment  by  the  public 
of  a  right  of  way.''  In  support  of  the  proposition  thus  announced 
and  as  the  foundation  on  which  it  rests  the  case  of  Missouri  Insti- 
tute of  the  Blind  v.  How  et  al,  27  Mo.  211,  was  cited.  In  the  latter 
case  it  was  held  that  when  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  clear  and 
unequivocal  intention  to  dedicate  a  highway  to  public  use,  there 
must  be  an  acquiescence  by  the  owner  for  twenty  years  in  the  free 
use  of  the  highway  to  authorize  the  presumption  of  an  intention 
to  dedicate  land  to  public  use.  The  court,  after  remarking  that 
Vol.  XXVn  — 38 
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there  is  some  contrariety  of  opinion  as  to  the  length  of  time  the 
owner  must  acquiesce  in  the  use  of  his  property  by  the  public  be- 
fore it  can  be  said  he  has  made  a  dedication  of  it,  quotes  approv- 
ingly from  3  Kent's  Com.  451,  the  following  :  "  If  there  be  no 
other  evidence  of  a  grant  or  dedication  than  the  presumption  aris- 
ing from  the  fact  of  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the  owner  in  the 
free  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  way  as  a  public  road,  the  period  of 
twenty  years,  applicable  to  incorporeal  rights,  would  be  required  as 
being  the  usual  and  analogous  period  of  limitation."  If,  as  is  manifest 
from  the  above,  in  the  absence  of  any  thing  showing  an  intention 
to  dedicate,  an  acquiescence  for  the  period  of  twenty  years  by  the 
owner  in  the  use  of  a  way,  as  a  road,  would  be  necessary  to  raise  a 
presumption  of  dedication,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  when  the 
public  have  acquired  a  right  of  way  in  a  road,  in  this  or  any  other 
manner,  non-user  of  the  right  for  the  same  period  would  be  nec- 
essary to  raise  a  presumption  of  an  abandonment  by  the  public  of 
the  right.  Under  this  view  the  court  committed  no  error  in  re- 
fusing the  instruction  asked  by  defendant,  and  should  not  have 
given  the  instruction  on  the  part  of  the  State  above  quoted,  espec- 
ially so  in  view  of  §  7,  2  Wag.  Stat.  917,  which  declares  **  that 
nothing  contained  in  any  statute  of  limitations  shall  extend  to  any 
lands  given,  granted,  sequestered  or  appropriated  to  any  public, 
pious  or  charitable  use,  or  to  any  lands  belonging  to  this  State.'' 
The  error  committed,  however,  in  this  respect,  is  not  reversible 
error,  inasmuch  as  it  was  an  error  in  defendant's  favor,  of  which 
he  cannot  complain.  The  evidence  in  this  case  seems  to  establish 
the  fact  that  the  road  obstructed  by  defendant  was  of  but  little  or 
no  public  utility.  In  such  cases  the  statute  makes  ample  provision 
for  the  discontinuance  or  vacation  of  such  roads,  and  it  is  far  safer, 
both  for  individuals  and  the  public,  that  the  methods  prescribed 
by  law  for  getting  rid  of  useless  roads  should  be  pursued,  than  that 
an  individual  should  determine  the  question  both  for  himself  and 
the  public,  and  when  he  does  undertake  so  to  determine,  he  must 
take  the  risks  and  incur  the  penalties  which  any  mistake  he  may 
make  will  bring. 

The  judgment,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  other  judges,  will  b« " 
affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Hunt  v.  City  of  Boonville. 

( 65  Mo.  6fi».) 

Municipal  eorporcUion  —  liabUityfor  tort, 

4  municipal  corporation  is  liable  in  damages  for  a  lawful  and  authorised  ad 
of  its  agents  done  in  an  unauthorized  manner,  but  not  for  an  unlawful  or 
prohibited  act,  and  is  not  liable  in  treble  damages. 

rpRESPASS.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

John  Cosgrove,  for  appellant. 

McMillan  Bros.,  for  respondent. 

Hough,  J.  This  was  an  action  founded  upon  the  first  section 
of  our  statute  in  relation  to  "  Trespasses."  The  petition  charged 
the  defendant  with  digging  up  and  carrying  away  from  the  land  of 
the  plaintiff  certain  rock  in  which  the  defendant  had  no  right  or 
interest,  and  asked  judgment  for  double  damages.  The  material 
portion  of  the  defendant's  answer  is  as  follows:  *^  Defendant 
further  answering  said  petition  says  that  on  or  about  the  6th  day 
of  April,  1874,  said  defendant,  by  her  agent,  purchased  of  the 
American  Bridge  Company  all  the  broken  rock  then  being  on  said 
above-described  piece  of  ground,  and  which  was  then  occupied  by 
said  American  Bridge  Company  as  a  stone  yard;  that  afterward, 
at  the  request  and  with  the  consent  of  the  managing  officer  of  said 
bridge  company,  and  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  contract  pre- 
viously entered  into  by  and  between  said  bridge  company  and 
defendant,  the  agents  and  servants  of  defendant  took  and  carried 
away  a  portion  of  said  broken  rock,  so  purchased  and  obtained  from 
said  bridge  company  as  aforesaid;  that  at  the  time  said  rock  was 
purchased  and  removed  as  aforesaid,  said  ground  was  occupied  by 
and  was  under  the  control  of  said  American  Bridge  Company, 
except  that  portion  thereof  which  was  and  is  within  the  limits  of 
a  street  of  said  city  of  Boonville,  known  as  Water  street;  that  no 
part  of  said  rock,  so  taken  as  aforesaid,  was  on  ground  in  the  pos- 
session or  under  the  control  of  plaintiff,  nor  had  said  plaintiff  any 
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right  or  interest  in  said  rocks,  so  taken  as  aforesaid,  or  any  oart 
thereof."  The  plaintiff  replied,  denying  the  foregoing  allegations. 
The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  found  the  value 
of  the  stone  taken  to  be  1109.20,  which  sum  was  trebled  by  the  court, 
and  the  defendant  has  appealed.  There  is  no  bill  of  exceptions  in 
this  case,  and  the  only  question  is  whether  the  pleadings  will  sup- 
port the  judgment. 

The  city  had  authority  under*  its  charter  to  purchase  and  use 
stone  for  the  purposes  of  the  corporation,  and  the  trespass  in  this 
case  did  not  result,  therefore,  from  the  doing  of  an  unauthorized 
act.  Nor  is  the  case  like  that  of  Tliomson  v.  Tlie  City  of  BoofivUIe, 
61  Mo.  283,  where  an  act  injurious  to  the  plaintiff,  but  within  the 
power  of  the  corporation,  was  performed  by  certain  persons  who 
assumed  to  act  by  authority  of  the  city,  but  who  were  in  fact  with- 
out any  lawful  authority  authorizing  them  to  do  the  acts  com- 
plained of,  in  which  case  it  was  held  that  the  city  was  not  liable. 
It  is  apparent  in  this  case  that  the  defendant  was  engaged  in  doing 
what  it  might  lawfully  do  under  its  charter,  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  its  servants  acted  without  proper  authority;  but  it  is  evident 
from  the  verdict  of  the  jury  that  the  American  Bridge  Company 
liad  no  right  to  the  possession  of  tlie  plaintiff's  land,  nor  any  inter- 
est in  the  stone  thereon,  and  could,  therefore,  confer  none  on  the 
defendant,  and  for  that  reason  the  act  of  defendant  in  removing 
the  stone  amounted  to  a  trespass,  otherwise  it  would  have  been  a 
legal,  valid  and  binding  exercise  of  corporate  authority.  It  is 
argued  for  the  defendant,  however,  that  as  the  city  had  no  author- 
ity under  its  charter  to  commit  a  trespass,  or  to  order  the  commis- 
sion of  a  trespass,  an  order  to  its  servants  to  do  an  act  which,  when 
j>erformed,  constituted  a  trespass,  would  not  make  the  city  liable, 
as  both  the  order  and  the  act  would  be  ultra  vires.  This  argument 
fails  to  distinguish  between  the  doing  of  an  act  in  its  nature  unlaw- 
ful, or  prohibited,  and  the  doing  of  an  act  in  its  nature  lawful  and 
authorized,  at  an  unauthorized  place,  or  in  an  unlawful  manner. 
On  the  defendant's  theory,  municipal  corporations  could  never  be 
held  liable  for  the  negligent  or  tortious  acts  of  their  agents  and 
servants.  As  they  have  no  authority  to  do  wrong  and  cannot 
authorize  their  oflBcers  or  servants  to  do  wrong,  therefore,  it  is 
argued,  they  can  never  be  held  liable  for  injuries  inflicted  by  them. 
This  is  an  unwholesome  doctrine  and  is  not  supported  either  by 
reason  or  authority.     Soulard  v.  City  of  St.   Louis,  36  Mo.  546; 
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ffickerson  v.  The  City  of  Mexico,  58  id.  61;  Lee  y.  Village  of  Sandy 
mil,  40  N.  Y.  447;  Dill,  on  Mun.  Ooi-p.,  §  769. 

Whether  a  municipal  corporation  can  be  held  liable  for  treble 
damages  is  an  open  question  in  this  State,  and  one  which  admits  of 
much  doubt.  The  statute  in  relation  to  trespass  gives  treble  damages 
against  any  person  who  shall  dig  up,  quarry  or  carry  away  any 
stone,  ore,  etc.,  in  which  he  has  no  interest  or  right,  being  on  land 
not  his  own.  It  is  a  statutory  rule  of  construction  in  this  State 
that  the  words  **  any  person  "  shall  be  held  to  include  bodies  corpo- 
rate as  well  as  individuals.  It  has  been  held,  too,  that  this  statute 
contemplates  voluntary  or  willful  trespass  only,  and  not  trespass 
arising  out  of  mistake  or  misapprehension.  It  is  punitive  in  its  pro- 
visions and  is  intended  to  inflict  punishment  only  on  the  conscious 
wrong-doer.  Private  corporations  are  undoubtedly  answerable  in 
exemplary  damages  for  the  willful  and  malicious  acts  of  their  agents 
done  in  the  course  of  their  employment  {Kennedy  v.  N.Mo,  R.  R. 
Co,,  36  Mo.  351;  Oillett  v.  Mo.  Val  R,  R.  Co,,  55  id.  315;  17  Am. 
Rep.  653);  and  on  the  same  principle  they  would  be  held  to  be 
included  within  the  purview  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  trespasses 
above  cited.  But  we  are  inclined  to  think  that  a  distinction  should 
be  drawn  in  this  particular  between  private  corporations,  which  are 
organized  and  conducted  solely  for  the  purpose  of  private  and  per- 
sonal emolument,  and  public  corporations,  created  by  government 
for  political  purposes  and  exercising  authority,  delegated  by  the 
State,  for  the  administration  of  the  local  and  internal  affairs  of  a 
city  or  town  of  a  public  character.  There  is  respectable  authority 
to  the  effect  that  a  municipal  corporation  cannot,  as  such,  do  a 
criminal  act  or  a  willful  and  malicious  wrong  and  they  cannot 
therefore  be  made  liable  for  exemplary  damages.  City  of  Chicago 
v.  Langlass,  52  111.  256;  4  Am.  Rep.  603;  City  of  Chicago  v.  Martin, 
49  111.  241;  Field  on  Damages,  §  80.  '*  Nor  could  they,  by  a  panty 
of  reasoning,"  remarks  the  author  last  cited,  "  become  liable  in 
double  or  treble  damages  under  statutes  providing  for  such  damages 
for  willful  or  malicious  trespass.  Such  acts,  if  done  by  its  servants 
or  agents,  must  be  without  authority,  and  ultra  vires.'^  Hanvey 
v.  Gdy  of  Rochester^  35  Barb.  179.  Besides  the  relation  which  the 
officers  of  a  municipal  corporation  sustain  toward  the  citizens 
thereof  for  whom  they  act,  is  not  in  all  respects  identical  with  that 
existing  between  the  stockholders  of  a  private  corporation  and 
their  agents;  and  there  is  not  the  same  reason  for  holding  mnnioi* 
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pal  corporations,  engaged  in  the  perfonnance  of  acts  for  the  pub- 
lic benefit,  liable  for  the  willful  or  malicious  acts  of  its  oflScers,  as 
there  is  in  the  case  of  private  corporations.  We  feel  inclined, 
therefore,  to  hold  that  in  the  case  presented  the  defendant  is  liable 
for  single  damages  only,  and  as  the  petition  is  good  as  a  common- 
law  petition  notwithstanding  it  asks  relief  which  cannot  be  granted, 
the  judgment  will  be  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded,  with  direc- 
tions to  the  Gii*cuit  Oourt  to  enter  up  judgment  on  the  verdict  for 
single  damages. 
.   The  other  judges  concur. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Hallv.  Stephens, 

(65  Mo.  670.) 
Deffi$6  to  htuband  and  wife  —  9cUe  of  huibantTi  inUreM. 

A  devise  to  **ii  and  famUy  "  is  to  A  and  his  wife  and  children. 

In  case  of  a  devise  to  husband  and  wife,  the  devisees  at  common  law  are  j<^t 

tenants,  the  survivor  taking  the  whole  estate;  and   the  rule  is  the  sam« 

under  a  statute  abolishing  joint  tenancy.* 
In  case  of  a  devise  to  husband  and  wife  with  others,  the  husband  and  wife  talee 

as  one  person. 
In  case  of  a  devise  to  husband  and  wife,  or  to  them  with  others^  the  husband'a 

interest  may  be  sold  on  execution,  subject  to  the  contingent  survivorship  of 

the  wife.f 

A  CTION  to  recover  lands.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

A,  Comingo,  and  Hall  <6  Qivan,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

R,  0.  Boggess,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Sherwood,  0.  J.  '*I,  Benjamine  Stephens,  of  Boone  county, 
Kentucky,  having  made  a  codicil-  to  my  former  will,  I  now  make 
this  additional  one:  I  give  to  Hiram  Stephens  and  family,  the 
tracts  of  land  I  have  lately  purchased  of  Coughenour  &  Finney; 
and  further,  it  is  my  wish,  and  I  appoint  and  constitute  John  Bradj 

«8ee  BuleU  ▼.  TrOow  (67  Ind.  412)«  26  Am.  Rep.  64  and  oote,  68^ 
tSee  Hulett  v   Inhm,  supra,  amtra. 
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as  my  lawf al  agent  over  said  lands,  to  be  managed  for  their  benefit; 
and  I  forbid  the  sale  of  said  lands  without  orders  from  me  or  my 
agent;  "  are  the  words  which  gave  origin  to  the  present  action  of 
ejectment.  Since  the  cause  came  here  on  error,  the  original  defend- 
ant, Hiram  Stephens,  has  died;  that  fact  has  been  suggested  to 
plaintiff,  and  the  present  defendants,  wife  and  children  of  the 
decedent,  waiving  a «a. /a.,  which  otherwise  would  have  issued,  have 
entered  herein,  by  consent,  their  voluntary  appearance.  April  14, 
1855,  is  the  date  of  the  codicil.  The  testator  died  a  few  days  thereafter. 
The  plaintiff's  claim  is  based  on  a  sale  under  special  execution  in 
1869,  the  attachment  having  been  levied  January  Ist,  1866,  on  the 
property  in  suit  as  that  of  the  former  defendant,  and  judgment 
rendered  October  4th  of  the  year  last  aforesaid.  The  trial  court 
adjudged  to  recover  the  undivided  one-eighth  of  the  premises  in 
controversy.  The  plaintiff,  however,  claims  that  the  recovery 
should  have  been  for  the  whole  tract,  while  for  the  defense  it  is 
insisted  that  judgment  should  have  gone  for  defendants.  As  will 
be  hereafter  seen,  the  whole  question  hinges  upon  the  proper  force, 
and  effect  of  the  codicil,  considered  with  reference  to  certain  stat- 
utory provisions.  . 

1.  After  no  little  research,  the  opinion  is  entertained  that  not  only 
did  the  person  named  become  the  recipient  of  the  fee,  but  that  his 
wife  and  children  became  partakers  therein  also.  In  Wylde's  case,  ' 
6  Co.  16,  it  was  ruled  that  a  devise  to  one  and  his  children,  the  i 
latter  living  at  the  date  of  the  will,  carried  an  estate  in  joint  ten-  * 
ancy.  2  Redf.  L.  W.  14.  In  re  Terry's  toill,  19  Beav.  580,  it 
was  held  that  the  word  ^^family,"  ia^' children,*'  unless  some  cir- 
cumstance, either  in  the  will  or  in  the  situation  of  the  parties,  pre- 
vent such  construction.  Sir  JoHN"  Romilly,  M.  R,  remarking  :  "I 
think  it  a  safe  rule  to  follow  the  ordinary  import  of  words  as  used 
in  ordinary  conversation."  In  that  case  the  children  were  orphans , 
and  consequently  no  question  arose  as  to  whether  the  word  "fam- 
ily "  possessed  a  sufficiently  comprehensive  significance  to  include 
also  parents.  In  Barnes  v.  Patch,  8  Ves.  604,  the  words  **remain- 
der  of  my  estate  to  be  equally  divided  between  A's  and  B's  fam- 
ilies," were  held  to  embrace  the  respective  children  of  those 
families  to  the  exclusion  of  the  parents,  B  having  pre-deceased  the 
testator.  The  context  of  the  will,  as  well  as  the  words  themselve% 
would  seem  to  have  warranted  the  given  construction. 

In  Exrs.  of  White  v.  White,  30  Vt.  338,  where  the  will  gave  ta 
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the  son  of  the  testator  "  $1,500  for  the  support  of  himself  and  fam» 
ily,  and  for  no  other  purpose  "  it  was  held  that  the  word  "  family  '* 
would  inchide  the  wife  and  children  of  the  testator's  son.  The 
intention  of  the  testator,  it  is  agreed  on  all  hands,  should  be  the 
pole  star  by  which  courts  should  steer  in  construing  devises,  sub- 
ject, however,  to  a  certain  degree  of  control,  owing  to  technical 
rules  and  the  intrinsic  force  of  technical  expressions.  4  Kent,  537. 
In  the  absence  of  technical  terms,  the  general  rule,  as  expressed  in 
all  cases  regarded  reliable,  undoubtedly  is  :  1.  That  words  must 
have  their  ordinary,  popular  signification,  technical  terms  excepted, 
unless,  in  the  context,  or  subject-matter  of  the  will,  something 
clearly  and  unequivocally  indicates  a  different  use.  2.  Where 
words  are  capable  of  a  natural,  and  also  a  secondary  and  unusual 
meaning,  preference  is  to  be  given  to  the  former  method  of  inter- 
pretation. 2  Sto.  Eq.  Jur.,  §  1074  b.  Proceeding,  no  doubt,  on 
this  sensible  theory,  where  the  bequest  was  to  "  cousins"  sitnpUcitery 
it  was  held,  in  the  absence  of  any  thing  explanatory  of  the  mean- 
ing of  the  testator,  that  only  first  cousins,  there  being  those 
answering  that  description,  were  intended  ;  the  Lord  Chancellor 
(Lord  Cran  worth),  after  a  good  deafl  of  examination  and  discussion 
at  the  bar,  remarking :  "I  think  that  if  a  testator  says  no  more 
than  he  gives  to  *  cousins,'  he  must  be  taken  to  xne^n  first  cousins. 
That  will  be  a  practical  construction,  and  one  by  which  the  parties 
entitled  will  be  readily  ascertained  ;  it  coincides,  too,  with  ordin- 
ary exj)erience,  for  when  a  person  speaks  of  cousins  he  generally 
means  first  cousins,  the  children  of  an  uncle  or  aunt."  Stoddart 
V.  Nelson,  6  De  G.  M.  &  6.  68.  Whereupon  Mr.  Justice  Story 
remarks:  **  It  seems  to  us  this  view,  as  a  general  exposition  of  the 
difficulty,  is  extremely  satisfactory."  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  1065,  c. 
In  the  English  courts,  bequests  to  the  family  of  one  have 
frequently  been  held  void  for  uncertainty.  Harland  v.  Trigg,  1 
Brown's  Ch.  Cas.  142  ;  Doe  v.  Joinville,  3  East,  172;  Robinson  v. 
Waddeloto,  8  Sim.  134.  But  that  line  of  decision  is  not  so  common 
as  formerly,  and  it  is  said  in  English  works,  2  Jarm.  on  Wills,  87 
(ed.  1861) :  "It  should  seem  that  a  gift  to  the  family,  either 
of  the  testator  himself,  or  of  any  other  person,  will  not  be  held  void 
for  uncertainty,  unless  there  be  something  special  creating  that 
uncertainty.  The  subject-matter  and  the  context  of  the  will  are  to  be^ 
taken  into  the  account,"  and  the  bequest  upheld,  if  it  can  be  fairly 
made  out  what  the  testator  intended  by  the  word  ''family."  2  RedL 
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L.W.  71,  §  5,  In  Doe  v.  Smithy  5  M.  &  Selw.  126,  where  the  devise 
was  **tho  interest  of  all  my  land  property  *  *  *  to  my  wife 
*  *  *  after  the  demise  of  my  wife,  to  my  brother,  W. 
R.,  during  his  natural  life,  *  *  *  and  after  his  decease  unto 
my  sister  C's  family,  to  go  in  heirship  forever,"  it  was  held,  in  an 
action  of  ejectment,  that  the  estate  passed  in  entirety  to  the  eldest 
son  and  heir  of  C.  There  are  other  English  cases  of  this  sort, 
where  bequests  to  a  family  have  been  held^as  presumptively  intended 
for  the  heirs  of  such  family.  Counden  v.  (Jlerke,  Hob.  29;  Cliap- 
man^s  Casey  Dyer,  333  b  ;  Wright  v.  Atkyns,  17  Ves.  255;  Griffiths 
v.  Evan,  5Beav.241.  This  is  doutless  attributable  in  the  main  to 
the  law  of  primogeniture  and  the  policy  of  the  law  incident  to  keep- 
ing landed  estates  in  a  particular  line  at  descent.  2  Redf.  L.  W. 
72.  But  as  we  have  in  this  country  no  law  of  primogeniture,  and 
as  all  estates  descend  to  all  the  children  in  equal  division,  it  would 
seem  to  follow  that,  were  the  same  line  of  argument  pursued  as  in 
England,  by  parity  of  reasoning,  children  would  take  here  in 
response  to  the  word  "family"  in  like  manner  as  the  heir  at  law  does 
in  that  country,  as  the  legal  exponent  of  that  term.  In  Wright  v. 
AtkynSy  1  Turn.  &  Russ.  143,  Lord  Eldon,  when  speaking  of  the 
English  rule  of  construction  just  noticed,  whereby  heir  at  law  and 
**  my  family"  were  held  convertible  terms,  says:  "The  court  in 
its  anxiety  to  find  out  the  meaning  of  the  testator,  has  found  out 
that  what  he  has  said  has  the  samo  nwaning  as  if  he  had  said  nothing 
atalV^  The  endeavor  to  reconcile  or  even  to  analyze  the  numerous 
conflicting  decisions  of  the  English  courts  respecting  the  meaning 
of  the  word  under  discussion,  would  be  like  that  of  treading 
the  mazes  of  the  Cretan  labyrinth.  We  shall  not  attempt  the  task 
but  content  ourselves  with  according  to  the  words  **and  family" 
the  same  import  which  they  bear  in  ordinary  conversation,  since 
there  is  nothing  to  indicate  their  use  in  a  different  sense.  That 
Hiram  Stephens  was  intended  to  take  under  the  devise,  no  one 
questions,  because  he  is  expressly  named;  that  his  children  would 
take  is  proved  by  Wylde^s  Case  and  Terry^s  Case,  stipra.  But,  as  a 
matter  of  course,  they,  under  our  statute  (2  R.  S.  1855,  §  13,  p.  357), 
would  take  merely  as  tenants  in  common  with  their  father.  We 
are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  wife  is  equally  entitled  to  take,  and 
that  the  word  "family"  will  readily  and  naturally  bear  that  construc- 
tion, which  includes  her  among  the  devisees.  Executors  of  White  v. 
Wbitey  supra.  We  have  cited  the  case  of  Arthur  v.  Weston^  23  Mo. 
Vol.  XXVII  —  39 
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378,  as  showing  that  the  entire  legal  estate  passed  to  Hiram 
Stephens.  That  case,  however,  establishes  nothing  of  that  sort,  for 
that  was  one  where  a  deed  had  been  macTe  whereby  land  was  con- 
veyed to  "  W.  W.  Phelps  &  Co.,"  and  held  that  the  deed  vested  the 
title  in  Phelps  alone,  Mr.  Justice  Leonard  in  conclusion  expressly 
stating:  "  Nor  are  we  to  be  understood  as  declaring  that  the  same 
rule  would  be  applicable  to  a  devise  of  real  property,  but  the  point 
decided  is  confined  to  th§  very  case  before  tis  —  a  legal  conveyance 
inter  vivos  of  i*eal  property."  And  no  doubt,  that  eminent  lawyer, 
when  using  those  guarded  expressions,  bore  in  mind  the  gi'eater 
liberality  of  construction,  which  is  applied  to  wills;  they  being  sup- 
posed to  be  drawn  inops  consilli.  Having  thus  ascertained  that 
the  wife,  as  well  as  the  husband,  is  a  partaker  with  him  in  that 
which  the  will  confers,  inquiry  must  be  had  respecting  the  quan- 
tity and  nature  of  the  interest  of  which  the  husband  and  wife 
became  the  recipient  at  the  testator's  death,  and  whether  evidence 
was  receivable  to  show  who  composed  the  family.  These  points 
will  be  considered  in  their  order. 

II.  Husband  and  wife  at  common  law,  to  whom  a  grant  or  devise 
yfii^mfidie^  took  per  tout  et  non  per  my y  and  the  survivor  took  the 
whole.  1  Bright's  Husb.  and  Wife,  25,  and  cases  cited.  This  peculiar 
result  arose  from  the  legal  identity  of  husband  and  wife,  both  being 
regarded  as  one  person.  Our  statute  has  wi'ought  no  change  in  this 
particular,  as  has  been  expressly  and  repeatedly  adjudged.  Gibson 
V.  Zimmerman,  12  Mo.  385 ;  Garner  v.  Jones,  52  id.  68;  Shroyer 
V.  Nickell,  55  id.  264.  Those  adjudications  were  based  on  the  fol- 
lowing section  :  ^^  Every  interest  in  real  estate  granted  or  devised 
to  two  or  more  persons,  other  than  to  executors  or  trustees  as  such, 
shall  be  a  tenancy  in  common,  unless  expressly  declared  in  such 
gi'ant  or  devise  to  be  in  joint  tenancy."  2  R.  S.  1855,  §  13,  p. 
357.  This  section  has  been  in  existence  since  1835.  and  must  gov- 
ern this  case.  In  1865  the  section  received  a  modification,  by 
striking  out  the  words  "as  such"  immediately  after  "trustees," 
and  inserting  "or  to  husband  and  wife."  Gen.  Stat.  1865,  p.  443, 
§  12.  Thus  confonning  legislative  enactment  to  previously  received 
judicial  construction  announced  in  Gibso7i  v.  Zimmermt%7i,  supra. 

And  when  husband  and  wife  are  co-grantees  or  co-devisees  with 
a  third  person,  the  last  named  takes  one  moiety  and  the  husband 
and  wife  the  other.  1  Bright's  H.  &  W.  27  ;  Litt..  §  291.  If  there 
are  two  other  persons  co-grantees  or  co-devisees,  besides  husband 


Digitized  by 


Google 


OCTOBER  TERM,  1877.  307 

Hall  V.  Stephens. 

and  wile,  then  the  subject-matter  of  the  grant  or  devise  is  vested 
one-third  in  the  husband  and  wife,  and  the  remaining  two-thirds 
in  the  other  persons  in  equal  proportions,  and  so  on,  in  accordance 
with  the  number  of  persons  entitled  ;  the  husband  and  wife  always 
representing  a  single  unit  or  integer  of  legal  identity.  In  the  case 
before  us,  as  there  were  six  children  at  the  death  of  the  testator, 
the  husband  and  wife  became  together  seized  of  one-seventh  of  the 
land  devised.  Barber  v.  Harris,  15  Wend.  615.  And  in  this  con- 
nection the  inquiry  becomes  pertinent  whether  evidence  regarding 
the  members  of  the  family,  and  of  whom  composed,  was  properly 
admitted ;  which  point  is  next  for  consideration. 

III.  Although  it  is  well  settled  that  extraneous  evidence  is  not 
received  to  vary,  explain,  contradict  or  control  the  terms  of  a  will 
(1  Bedf.  L.  W.  597,  §  41),  yet  it  is  equally  well  settled  that  evidence 
of  surrounding  circumstances,  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  devise, 
and  of  the  persons  to  be  benefited  thereby,  is  receivable,  in  order 
to  place  the  court,  so  far  as  may  be,  in  the  situation  of  the  testator, 
and,  looking  from  his  standpoint,  to  determine  both  the  subject 
and  objects  of  his  bounty.  Wigr.  on  W.  101,  109;  Bedf.  L.  W. 
488,  587,  597  and  598,  600,  621,  62.3;  D.  and  F-.  Miss,  Soc,  Appl, 
30  Penn.  St.  425;  Blundelly,  Gladstone,  11  Sim.  467;  Ex  parte 
Hornby y  2  Bradf.  Sur.  420.  Sir  James  Wigram,  in  his  learned 
work  above  cited,  in  his  fifth  proposition,  p.  142,  says,  in  reference 
to  extrinsic  evidence  :  "  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  object 
of  a  testator's  bounty,  or  the  subject  of  disposition,  a  court  may 
inquire  into  every  material  fact  relating  to  the  person  who  claims 
under  the  will,  and  to  the  property  which  is  claimed  as  the  subject 
of  disposition,  and  to  the  circumstances  of  the  testator  and  his 
family  and  afiairs  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  court  to  identify 
the  person  or  thing  intended  by  the  testator.  The  same,  it  is  con- 
ceived, is  true  of  every  other  disputed  point,  respecting  which  it 
can  be  shown  that  a  knowledge  of  extrinsic  facts  can  in  any  way  be 
made  ancillary  to  the  right  interpretation  of  the  testator's  words." 
To  the  same  effect  see  1  Greenl.  Ev.  (13th  ed.),  §  287,  note  1.  We, 
therefore,  regard  the  ruling  of  the  court  correct  in  admitting  such 
evidence,  and  supported  alike  by  reason  and  authority  ;  for  to  hold 
that  such  evidence  is  not  admissible,  would  be  equivalent  to  saying 
that  the  words  "and  family  "  are  void  for  uncertainty.  Such  evi- 
dence mnst  of  necessity  be  received  to  identify  those  who  are  re- 
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ferred  to  in  the  will.     Wootion  v.  Redd,  12  Gratt.  196  ;  IntrocL^ 
Wigr.  on  W.  p.  12. 

IV.  If,  as  already  seen,  the  husband  and  wife  became  seized  in 
entirety  of  the  undivided  one-seventh  of  the  devised  premises,  the 
plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to  a  corresponding  recovery  of  posses* 
sioujif  the  husband  had  at  the  time  of  the  sale  any  interest  therein 
susceptible  to  execution.  The  great  current  of  authority  affirms 
such  susceptibility  ;  going  only  so  far  as  this,  however,  that  if  the 
wife  survive  her  husband,  she,  as  such  survivor,  will  be  entitled  to 
the  whole.  This  theory,  that  the  husband  is  possessed  of  a  ven- 
dible interest,  has  for  its  basis  that  the  husband,  y«r^  meriti  is 
entitled  to  the  possession  and  usufruct  of  the  wife's  real  estate  dur- 
ing marriage,  which  right  suffers  no  diminution  or  abatement  by 
reason  of  his  own  interest  in  land  whereof  both  his  wife  and  him- 
self are  jointly  seized.  Ames  v.  Xorman,  4  Sneed,  683;  French  v. 
Mehajiy  56  Penn.  St.  286;  Bennett  v.  Child,  19  Wis.  362;  Freeman's 
Co-Ten.  and  Part.,  §§  73,  74;  1  Wash.  R.  P.  (4th  ed.)  672;  Bishop's  L. 
M.  W.  622;  StoehJer  v.  Knerr,  5  Watts,  181. 

There  is  also  abundant  authority  enunciative  of  the  kindred 
doctrine  that  a  husband  thus  jointly  seized  with  his  wife  has  abso- 
lute control  of  the  property  during  the  life  of  the  wife  and  may 
make  a  valid  lease  during  his  life  in  his  own  name  (Torreyy,  Tor* 
rey,  14  K".  Y.  430);  make  like  lease  whereon  ejectment  may  b§ 
brought  (Jackson  v.  McConnell,  19  Wend.  175);  maintain  ejectment 
in  his  own  name  {Topping  v.  Sadler,  5  Jones  [N.  C],  357);  bring 
in  his  own  name  trespass  qu.  cL  freg.  (Fairchild  v,  ChastelUux,  1 
Penn.  St.  176);  determine  tenancy  in  his  own  name,  and  concur- 
rence of  wife  not  necessary  {PolloJc  v.  Kelley,  6  Irish  C.  L.  [N.  S.] 
367 );  has  a  sort  of  interest  of  his  own,  distinct  from  his  wife, 
which  interest  he  may  convey.  Bishop's  L.  M.  W.,  §  621.  A 
different  result  from  that  here  announced,  respecting  the  sale  under 
execution  of  the  husband's  interest,  has  been  reached  in  Indiana. 
Chandler  v.  Cheney,  37  Ind.  408.  But  the  court  there,  while  cor- 
rectly stating  that  at  common  law  the  husband  had  no  tenancy  by 
the  courtesy  in  lands  held  in  entirety,  altogether  ignores  the  im- 
portant fact  before  adverted  to.  of  his  possessing,  during  coverture, 
the  absolute  control  over  all  property  of  the  wife,  and  being  enti- 
tled to  the  possession  ami  nsnfrnct  of  her  land.  Certainly  no  less 
right  could  attach  by  reason  of  his  also  occupying  an  attitude 
whereby  if  he  proves  survivor  he  may  acquire   the  tahole  estate. 
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And  an  examination  of  the  authorities  cited  m  that  case  will 
Bcarcely  support  the  position  there  assumed.  Rogers  v.  Grider,  1 
Dana,  242,  surely  does  not,  for  it  only  adverts  to  the  general  doe- 
trine,  and  holds  that  where  an  execution  sale  had  occurred  the 
wife's  right  of  survivorship  would  not  be  defeated.  The  case  of 
Roanes  v.  Archer,  4  Leigh,  550,  but  lightly  considers  the  point  of 
the  vendibility  of  the  husband's  interest,  and  is  based  on  Scoii  v. 
Gibbon,  5  Munf.  86,  to  which  it  refers,  where  it  was  expressly  held 
that  the  husband,  in  consequence  of  an  antenuptial  marriage 
settlenienty  had  no  vendible  interest  whatever,  Eorer  on  Judicial 
Sales,  §  549,  apparently  gives  support  to  the  Indiana  case,  saying: 
"So  no  separate  proceeding  against  one  of  them,  during  their 
joint  lives,  will,  by  sale,  affect  the  title  to  the  property  as  against 
the  other  one  as  survivor,  or  as  against  the  two  during  their  joint 
lives.'^  The  only  authorities  cited  in  the  margin  to  uphold  the 
text  are  McCurdy  v.  Canning^  64  Penn.  St.  39,  which  is  controlled 
by  special  statutory  provision,  and  French  v.  Mehan,  supra^  which 
expressly  recognizes  the  doctrine  that  the  husband's  interest  is 
vendible,  citing  Stoebler  v.  Knerr,  5  Watts,  181,  and  that  the  hus- 
band, having  the  entire  control  of  the  estate  during  his  life,  may 
convey  or  mortgage  it  during  that  period.  And  even  Mr.  Rorer 
very  guardedly  says,  in  a  note  to  the  section  referred  to:  "  We  may 
add  here,  that  if  a  sale  as  against  the  husband  on  execution  against 
him  can  affect  the  possession  during  the  joint  lives  of  the  husband 
and  wife,  it  can  only  be  so  upon  the  principle  that  during  that  time 
her  possession  is  merged  in  his,^^  Search  has  been  in  vain  for  any 
common-law  authority  giving  color  to  the  assertion  that  the  hus- 
band cannot,  by  his  own  conveyance  alone,  pass  a  title  which  shall 
be  good  at  least  during  his  life  (subject  to  defeat,  as  a  matter  of 
course,  by  the  wife's  survivorship).  On  the  contrary,  in  the  old 
books,  Rolle's  Abr.,  tit.  Recovery,  PI.  4,  and  Piggot's  Treaf.  of 
Com.  Recov.  72,  cited  in  Robinson  v.  Comgns,  Cas.  Temp.  Talbot, 
164,  "It  is  laid  down  that  a  husband  seized  jointly  with  his  wife, 
whether  by  moieties  or  entireties,  or  seized  only  in  right  of  his 
wife,  may  create  an  estate  or  freehold  during  the  coverture,  and 
thereby  make  a  good  tenant  to  the  praecipe."  Mr.  Preston  says, 
''This  species  of  tenancy  owes  its  qualities  to  the  u7iityot  the  per- 
sons of  the  husband  and  wife.  Each,  in  the  intendment  of  law, 
has  the  entirety  ;  ♦  *  *  each  has  a  power  of  alienation  over 
the  entirety,  subject  only  to  the  right  of  the  other."    To  the  same 
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effect  are,  1  Bright  on  Husb.  and  W.  26  ;  1  Prest  Convey.  54  ;  1 
Co.  Litt.  187a,  187b  ;  2  Greenl.  Cruise,  373  ;  1  Atk.  473;  2  Prest. 
Abstr.  43. 

Mr.  Justice  Cowen,  in  Jackson  y.  McConnell,  19  Wend.  175^ 
after  commenting  on  a  number  of  authorities,  among  them  Doe  v. 
jy.,  8  Cow.  283,  says  that  the  husband  alone  cannot  alien;  *'  the 
meaning  is  he  cannot  alien  the  efitire  estate."  In  Bishop's  Law 
of  Mar.  Worn.,  vol.  1,  §  622,  it  is  stated  not  only  that  the  husband's 
interest  in  the  land  held  by  the  entirety  is  vendible  under  execu- 
tion, but  that  such  sale  takes  from  liim  all  his  estate,  whatever  it 
may  be  in  the  land.  And  in  Antes  v.  Nornian,  supra,  it  is  dis- 
tinctly held  that  the  purchaser  at  execution  sale  takes  the  entire 
estate  if  the  husband  survives  the  wife.  As  the  facts  presented  by 
the  record  before  us  do  not  require  it,  it  is  unnecessary  to  give  ex- 
pression of  opinion  going  to  the  full  extent  of  the  authorities  just 
cited.  We  only  hold,  in  the  case  at  bar,  that  the  husband's  interest 
during  his  life  at  least  passed  by  reason  of  the  execution  sale,  and 
that  his  wife  surviving  took  that  whereof  they  had  been  jointly  seized. 

[Omitting  statutory  considerations.] 

Inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff  was  clearly  entitled  to  a  recovery  of 
one-seventh  of  the  estate  devised,  the  judgment  which  accorded  to 
him  a  lesser  recovery  must  be  reversed.  The  matter,  however,  in 
consequence  of  the  death  of  the  husband  during  the  pendency  of 
the  cause  in  this  couit,  is  at  present  of  no  great  pi*actical  impor- 
tance. With  directions  that  the  lower  court  do  take  suitable  action 
conformably  to  this  opinion,  and  also  regarding  the  rents  and  profits 
down  to  the  period  of  the  husband's  decease,  the  judgment  will  be 
reversed  and  the  cause  remanded.    All  concur. 

Jn  d(jmf*n  t  I'f  •  'tfvaetL 


State  Savings  Bank  v.  Kikchbval. 

(f3  Mo.  682.) 
Fixture*. 

Ill  determining  whether  an  improvement  to  real  estate  is  a  fixture,  the  inten. 

tion  of  the  party  placing  it  and  the  manner  of  placing  it,  are  not  oonclasiye 

but  much  depends  on  its  object  and  use. 
As  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  a  frame  building,  resting  on  woodea 
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blocks  laid  on  the  ground,  designed  as  an  office  in  connection  with  a  mill, 
but  detached  therefrom^  and  intended  by  the  mortgagor  to  be  removed,  is  a 
fixture,  although  erected  after  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  ;*  and  its  re- 
moval will  be  restrained  by  injunction. 

SUIT  to  enjoin  the  removal  of  a  frame  building,  erected  by  de- 
fendant Allen  on  defendant  Kircheval's  land,  mortgaged  to 
plaintiff,  and  sold  by  Kircheval  to  Allen  in  payment  of  its  con- 
struction, and  about  to  be  removed  by  Allen.  The  land  was  occu- 
pied and  used  for  a  mill,  built  of  brick.  The  building  in  question 
was  about  three  feet  from  the  mill^and  only  connected  with  it  by 
a  wooden  walk  between  the  outer  doors  of  the  buildings,  was 
intended  for  an  office,  and  was  built  on  blocks  laid  on  the  ground. 
It  was  constructed  after  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  and  was 
intended  to  be  removed.     An  injunction  was  decreed. 

E,  0,  Hilly  for  appellants. 

B,  Pike  and  H,  K.  mnte,  for  respondent. 

Henry,  J.  The  questions  for  consideration  here  are : 

Ist.  Was  the  building,  which  it  is  alleged  the  defendants  were 
about  to  remove,  personal  property  ? 

2d.  If  not,  would  an  action  for  damages  have  afforded  an  ade- 
quate remedy  f 

It  must  be  admitted  that  the  law  in  regard  to  fixtures  is  in  a 
somewhat  chaotic  state.  It  is  frequently  difficult  to  determine, 
upon  principle.  Whether  an  article  of  property  is  a  fixture  or  not. 
There  is  a  most  embarrassing  conflict  in  the  adjudged  cases.  On 
grounds  of  public  policy,  to  encourage  trade,  manufactures  and 
agriculture,  many  things  are  regarded  as  chattels  in  controversies 
between  landlords  and  tenants,  which  would  unquestionably  be  held 
as  fixtures,  as  between  vendor  and  vendee ;  and  the  same  rule  pre- 
vails between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  as  between  grantor  and 
grantee.  In  determining  whether  a  building  is  part  of,  and  passes 
with  the  land,  a  good  deal  depends  upon  the  object  of  its  erection, 
the  use  for  which  it  was  designed.  The  intention  of  the  party 
making  the  improvement,  ultimately  to  remove  it  from  the  prem- 
ises, will  not,  by  any  means,  be  a  controlling  fact.     One  may  erect 

«8ee  Hulchins  v.  MagUrson  (46  Tex.  651),  26  Am.  Rep.  286  ;  McOonndl  ▼.  Blood  (Ml 
Maas.  47).  »  Am.  Rep.  12  ;  ArruM  v.  Cntmler  (81  TU.  56),  96  Am.  Rep.  380. 
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a  brick  or  a  stone  house,  with  an  intention,  after  brief  occupancy, 
to  tear  it  down  and  build  anotlieron  the  same  spot,  but  that  inten- 
tion would  not  make  the  building  a  chattel.  "  The  destination 
which  gives  a  movable  object  an  immovable  character,  results  from 
facts  and  circumstances  determined  by  the  law  itself,  and  could 
neither  be  established  nor  taken  away  by  the  simple  declaration  of 
the  proprietor,  whether  oral  or  written."  Snedeker  v.  Warring.  2 
Kernan,  178.  In  Goff  v.  OCormer,  16  111.  422,  the  court  said  : 
**  Houses  in  common  intendment  of  the  few  are  not  fixtures,  but 
part  of  the  land.  *  *  This  does  not  depend,  in  the  case  of 
houses,  so  much  upon  the  particular  mode  of  attaching,  or  fixing 
and  connecting  them  with  the  land,  upon  which  they  stand  or  rest, 
as  upon  the  uses  and  purposes  for  which  they  were  erected  and 
designed."  In  Cole  \.  Stewart,  11  Cush.  182,  the  building  was 
intended  by  the  owner  to  be  temporary,  and  was  built  with  a  view 
to  ultimate  removal.  In  a  contest  between  the  mortgagee,  whose 
mortgage  was  executed  subsequent  to  the  erection  of  the  house,  and 
a  purchaser  of  the  building  from  the  mortgagor,  it  was  held  to  be 
a  fixture.  In  the  light  of  these  cases,  and  many  others  which  we 
have  examined,  we  do  not  regard  the  fact,  that  the  building  in 
question  was  erected  as  a  temporary  building,  and  with  an  inten- 
tion of  ultimate  removal,  at  all  decisive  as  to  whether  it  became  a 
part  of  the  realty  or  not. 

The  manner  in  which  a  building  is  placed  upon  land  whether 
upon  wooden  posts,  or  a  rock,  or  brick  foundation,  does  not  deter- 
mine its  character.  As  was  said  by  Parker,  J.,  in  Snedeker  v. 
Warring,  above  cited:  **  A  thing  may  be  as  firmly  fixed  to  the 
land  by  gravitation  as  by  clamps  or  cement.  Its  character  may 
depend  upou  the  object  of  its  erection."  In  Teaff  v.  Ilewiity  I 
Ohio  St.  511,  it  was  held  that:  "The  intention  of  the  party  mak- 
ing the  annexation  to  make  the  article  a  permanent  accession  to 
the  freehold,  this  intention  to  be  inferred  from  the  nature  of  the 
article  affixed,  the  relation  and  situation  of  the  party  making  the 
annexation,  the  structure  and  mode  of  annexation  and  the  purpose 
and  use  of  which  the  annexation  has  been  made,"  is  a  controlling 
circumstance  in  determining  whether  the  structure  is  to  be  regarded 
as  a  fixture  or  not.  In  the  case  of  Benjamin  F,  Butler,  Adfn.,  v. 
Page,  7  Mete.  42,  Shaw,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
said.  *'All  buildings  erected  and  fixtures  placed  on  mortgaged 
premises   by   the  mortgagor    must  be  regarded   as    permanently 
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annexed  to  the  freehold.  They  go  to  enhance  the  value  of  the 
estate,  and  will  therefore  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagee  so 
far  as  they  increase  his  security  for  his  debt,  and  to  the  same  extent 
they  enhance  the  value  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  thereby 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagor."  In  controversies  between 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee  the  rule  is  more  favorable  to  the  mortgagee 
in  relation  to  fixtures  than  that  which  is  applied  as  between  landlord 
and  tenant,  and  applying  the  principles  announced  in  the  cases 
which  we  have  cited,  which  we  believe  to  be  sound  and  salutary,  we 
must  hold  that  the  building  in  question  was  apart  of  the  realty, 
and  that  neither  the  mortgagor  nor  the  purchaser  from  him  has  a 
right  to  remove  it.  It  becomes  apart  of  the  plaintiff's  security  for 
its  debt. 

The  remaining  question  is,  did  the  facts  alleged  in  the  petition 
warrant  the  court  in  restraining  the  parties  by  injunction  from 
removing  the  building.  It  is  not  essential  that  the  injury  threat- 
ened shall  be  irreparable,  to  warrant  a  resort  *to  the  remedy  by 
injunction.  Our  statute  provides,  sec.  24,  p.  1032,  Wag.  Stat., 
that  **  the  remedy  by  writ  of  injunction  shall  exist  in  all  cases,  when 
an  injury  to  real  or  personal  property  is  threatened,  and  to  prevent 
the  doing  of  any  legal  wrong  wliatever,  whenever,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  an  adequate  remedy  cannot  be  afforded  by  an  action  for 
damages."  Would  an  action  for  damages  here  have  afforded  an 
adequate  remedy,  is  the  question,  and  not  whether  the  threatened 
injury  would  have  been  irreparable.  The  building  was  erected  to 
be  used  in  common  with,  and  as  an  oflSce  for,  the  mill.  It  was 
erected  to  supply  the  place  of  an  office  formerly  used,  which  had 
been  appropriated  to  another  purpose.  Its  immediate  and  constant 
use  was  of  importance  to  the  milling  business.  The  value  of  the 
building  which  a  jury  might  have  given  as  damages  would  not  have 
been  a  sufficient  compensation  to  the  owner  for  its  removal.  The 
defendant  Allen  may  have  been  solvent,  amply  able  to  respond  in 
damages  for  his  trespass,  but  it  does  not  therefore  follow  that  he 
could  not  be  restrained  from  severing  from  the  land  a  house  which 
belonged,  not  to  him,  but  to  the  owner  of  the  land.  If  a  man  of 
large  fortune,  so  wealthy  as  to  place  beyond  a  doubt  his  ability  to 
pay  any  damages  which  might  be  assessed  to  me  for  his  trespass, 
should  determine  and  threaten  to  tear  down  my  dwelling  over  my 
head,  will  it  be  said  that  a  court  of  equity  would  be  powerless  to 
restrain  him  from  executing  his  threats,  and  that  I  would  have  no 
Vol.  XX Vn  — 40 
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remedy  but  to  suffer  the  wi*ong  and  sue  for  damages  ?  There  are 
inconveniences  and  perplexities  to  which  one  may  bo  subjected  by  a 
trespass  such  as  we  are  considering,  for  which  a  jury  could  not, 
under  the  rules  of  law,  fully  compensate  him,  and  we  think  the  pro- 
vision of  our  statute  broad  enough,  however  the  law  may  have  been 
before  its  enactment,  to  authorize  a  resort  to  injunction  proceed- 
ings in  such  cases.  The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Courtis  affirmed. 
All  concur. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


DuKK  V.  Harper. 

(06  Mo.  51.) 

( liamperty, 

Althoagh  champertouB  contracts  are  void,  yet  as  it  is  an  easential  element  of 
such  a  contract  that  the  attorney  is  to  contribute  to  the  expenses  of  tlie  liti- 
gation, an  agreement  merely  that  the  attorney  is  to  receive  as  compensation 
for  his  services,  a  portion  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  litigation,  is  not 
champertous.     {!^c  note^p.ZX^.) 

ACJTION  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract  for  the  conveyance 
by  defendant  to  plaintiff  of  a  quarter  of  certain  property,  as 
compensation  for  services  as  attorney  in  recovering  said  property  in 
legal  proceedings  for  defendant.  Demurrer,  on  the  ground  that 
the  agreement  was  champertous,  was  sustained  by  the  trial  court, 
but  this  judgment  was  reversed  on  appeal  to  the  St.  Louis  Court 
of  Appeals,  and  defendant  appealed. 

Martin  iQ  Lackland y  for  appellant. 

Dauis,  Thnnrffhrnan  if-   Warrfin^  for  respondents. 

Hekbt,  J.  ''Champerty,"  says  Hawkins,  *Ms  the  unlawful 
maintenance  of  a  suit  in  consideration  of  some  bargain  to  have 
part  of  the  thing  in  dispute,  or  some  profit  out  of  it."  Sir  Edward 
Coke's  definition  is  similar,  and  he  says  it  was  an  offense  at  com- 
mon law  before  any  statutes  were  passcid  on  the  subject,  and  cites 
Bracton  and  Pleta  to  support  his  position.  Blackstone  deflnen 
champerty  to  be  "  a  bargain  with  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  cam* 
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pum  pariire,  to  divide  the  land  or  other  matter  sued  for  between 
them,  if  they  prevail  at  law  ;  whereupon  the  champerter  is  to 
carry  on  the  party's  suit  at  his  own  cxi)en8e."  Bouvier's  definition 
of  the  offense  is  the  same  as  Blackstone's.  Cooley's  Blackstone, 
fourth  book,  435;  Bouvier's  Dictionary,  vol.  1,  p.  259.  In  a  note  to 
Cooley's  Blackstone,  Judge  Cooley  observes  that  *^  the  temleney 
of  late  has  been  to  confine  these  offenses  (maintenance  and  cham- 
perty) within  bounds  somewhat  narrower  than  those  indicated  by 
the  older  authorities,"  page  135.  In  Lathrop  v.  Amherst  Bank,  9 
Mete.  490,  the  court  said  :  **  Xo  doubt  is  entertained  that  the  earlier 
doctrine  as  to  maintenance  has  been  very  essentially  modified.*'  At 
the  date  of  the  American  revolution  the  English  common  law  was 
iu  this  country  learned  from  Blackstone.  He  was  the  standard  author- 
ity, and  in  his  Commentaries,  more  than  in  the  works  of  any  other 
English  author,  did  the  lawyers  of  that  generation  study  the  English 
cbmmon  law,  and  even  now  iu  the  United  States  it  is  a  text-book 
in  all  the  law  schools,  and  no  effort  to  supplant  it  has  ever  been 
successful.  Kent's  Commentaries,  notwithstanding  the  high  esti- 
mate placed  upon  the  work  by  the  profession,  is  not  regarded  as  a 
substitute  for  Blackstone,  and  an  American  lawyer  who  has  not 
studied  Blackstone's  Commentaries  would  be  an  exception  among 
thousands  which  the  profession  numbers. 

The  common-law  doctrine  of  champerty,  as  explained  by  Black- 
stone, became  the  law  of  the  States  of  this  Union  which  adopted 
the  common  law,  except  in  a  few  of  the  States  whose  courts  have 
held  that  the  common  law  of  champerty  was  not  applicable  to  their 
circumstances.  In  Richardson  v.  Roidand,  40  Conn.  565,  the 
learned  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  observes 
that  "  among  the  States  which  discard  the  rule  are  Vermont,  Dela- 
ware, Tennessee  and  Iowa."  We  may  add  to  this  list  California 
and  Texas.  But  even  in  Vermont,  in  Danforth  v.  Streeter,  28  Vt. 
490,  Redfibld,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said: 
*'  There  are  probably  other  things  coming  more  nearly  to  the  idea 
of  the  common  law  definition  of  maintenance  or  champerty,  such 
as  carrying  on  suits  for  a  share  of  the  avails  and  thereby  increas- 
ing litigation,  and  some  others  perhaps  which  the  law  will  still 
regard  as  champertous  and  not  countenance.  But  the  present  case 
does  not  seem  to  us  of  that  character."  Again  he  said:  *' The 
offense  certainly  does  not  exist  in  form  in  this  State  unless  the 
common-law  offense  has  been  adopted  as  part  of  the  law  of  this 
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State,  which  I  am  rehictaiif  to  believe  was  the  purpose  of  the 
legislature  unless  with  some  qualifications."  Unless  the  meaning 
of  this  language  of  the  court  be  that  the  common-law  offense  of 
champerty  has  not  beoi  adopted  as  a  part  of  the  Criminal  Code  of 
Vermont  and  is  not  punishable  as  a  crime  there,  but  that  a  con- 
tract Is  nevertheless  void,  which,  by  the  common  law,  is  champer- 
tous,  the  above  extracts  are  irreconcilable.  We  hold,  however,  that 
case  to  be  an  authority  in  support  of  the  views  we  entertain  of  the 
case  we  ai*e  considering. 

In  the  States  of  Kentucky,  Alabama,  Illinois,  Indiana,  Wiscon- 
sin, Ohio,  Michigan,  Massachusetts  and  Rhode  Island,  the  common- 
law  offense  of  champerty  is  recognized  whether  to  the  extent  of 
being  punishable  as  a  crime  or  only  as  invalidating  contracts,  which 
at  common  law  were  champertous,  it  is  unnecessary  in  this  case  to 
inquire.  Judge  Story,  in  his  Commentaries,  says :  "  It  is  deemed 
an  offense  against  public  justice  and  punishable  accordingly,  both 
at  the  common  law  and  by  statute,  as  tending  to  keep  alive  strife 
and  contention  and  to  ])ervert  the  remedial  process  of  the  law  into 
an  engine  of  oppression."  Story's  Equity,  g  1048.  In  Martin  v. 
Clarke  et  «/.,  8  R.  I.  402,  the  court  said:  *'  Whether  we  look  there- 
fore at  the  ancient  common  law,  to  the  English  statutes  upon  the 
subject,  or  to  our  own  legislation,  the  conclusion  must  be  the  same, 
that  champerty  is  an  offense  against  the  law.  Being  such  it  must 
avoid  every  contract. "  In  New  York  they  have  champerty  statutes 
which  the  courts  of  that  State  have  evidently  construed  as  cover- 
ing the  whole  ground  and  repealing  the  common  law.  In  Thomp- 
son V.  Reynoldsy  recently  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois, 
but  not  yet  reported,  the  following  language  was  held  by  the  court, 
Walker,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  opinion,  a  manuscript  copy  of  which 
is  before  me:  "  It  thus  appears  that  champerty  was  an  offense  at 
the  common  law,  and  our  general  assembly  having  adopted  the 
common  law  of  England  as  the  rule  of  decision,  so  far  as  appli- 
cable to  our  condition,  until  modified  or  repealed,  this  must  be 
regarded  in  this  State  as  affecting  all  such  contracts,  and  as  being 
opposed  to  sound  public  policy."  The  agreement  sought  to  be 
enforced  there  was  one  by  which  it  was  stipulated  that  plaintiff 
should  receive  for  his  services  a  j)ortion  of  what  should  be  received 
in  the  suit,  and  bear  the  expense  of  its  prosecution.  It  was  held 
void,  as  a  champertous  contract. 

We  will  not  undertake   to  cite  all  the  cases,  but  the  weight  of 
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authority  sustains  tho  position  that  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  a 
State,  adopting  the  common  law,  with  only  the  usual  qualifications 
contained  in  such  act,  adopts  the  common  law  in  regard  to  cham- 
perty. And  generally  the  courts  which  have  so  determined  have 
also  declared  that  the  law  of  champerty,  as  explained  by  Black- 
stone,  and  not  as  defined  by  Coke  and  the  older  authorities,  is  that 
which  obtains.  Blackstone,  fourth  book,  135;  Lathrop  v.  Amherst 
Bank,  9  Mete.  490;  Allard  v.  Lamirande,  29  Wis.  502;  Martin  v. 
Clarke  et  aU  SRI.  397;  Bayard  v.  McLam,  3  Harr.  232;  Benedict 
v.  Stuart y  23  Barb.  421;  Ogden  r.  Des  Arts,  4  Duer,  283.  In 
Bayard  v.  McLane,  supra,  the  court  said,  ^^  this  important  ingre- 
dient of  paying  or  contributing  to  the  expenses  of  the  suit  seems 
ever  since  to  have  been  regarded  as  essential  to  constitute  the 
offense  of  champerty,  being  introduced  into  all  the  elementary 
works  of  authority  as  a  part  of  the  definition."  Counsel  for 
appellants  misconceive  the  case  of  Allard  v.  Lamirande,  29  Wis. 
502.  It  was  an  action  by  plaintiff  to  recover  from  defendant  a 
tract  of  land.  The  plaintiff  had  judgment  and  defendant  appealed. 
He  claimed  "  that  a  champertous  agreement  between  plaintiff  and 
plaintiff's  attorney  relating  to  the  compensation  of  the  latter  was 
proved  on  the  trial,  and  that  the  court  erred  in  denying  the  motion 
of  the  defendant  to  dismiss  the  action  because  of  such  agreement." 
The  court  held  that  the  law  against  champerty  obtained  in  that  State. 
Lyon,  J.,  said:  "  In  all  the  agreements  which  have  been  held  by 
this  court  to  be  champertous,  there  were  express  covenants  or  stipu- 
lations that  the  champerters  should  pay  the  expenses  of  the  liti- 
gation." Again :  "  Upon  the  whole  we  see  no  good  reason  founded 
on  principles,  either  of  justice,  public  policy,  or  professional  pro- 
priety, for  holding  that  the  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  his 
attorney  is  champertous,  although  upon  the  authorities  it  would  be 
otherwise  had  the  attorney  agreed  to  pay  the  expense  of  the  liti- 
gation." 

In  the  case  of  Crow  v.  Harmon,  25  Mo.  417,  the  following  was 
the  agreement  sued  on:  *' I  promise  to  pay  G.  W.  Crow  one  hun- 
dred dollars  if  the  M.  T.  Lewis  county-road  is  not  opened  and  kept 
open  along  the  creek  where  it  is  now  located,  or  if  said  Crow  should 
make  null  the  present  proceedings  of  the  court  and  commissioners, 
us  already  had  and  done  by  them.  I  also  agree  that  if  said  road 
i.s  opened  and  kept  open  that  said  Grow  shall  have  all  the  damages 
that  may  ever  be  assessed  me  for  the  same."   Messrs.  Foster,  Vories 
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iind  Loan^  for  defendant,  contended  that  the  agreen^'^'^t  was  cham* 
pertous  and  void.  Messrs.  Hall  and  Oardenhire  i insisted  that  it 
was  not  champertous  because  there  was  no  stipulation  that  Crow 
was  to  **  supply  money  to  carry  on  any  suit  on  condition  of  sharing 
in  any  land  or  of  t  property  gained  by  it."  The  lawyers  on  both 
sides  were  of  high  standing  at  the  bar,  an.d  seem  to  have  assumed 
that  the  common  law  of  champerty  was  the  law  in  tliis  State. 
Scott,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  and  observed:  ''  As 
to  the  objection  that  the  contract  was  champertous,  it  may  be 
answered  that  there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  it  showing  that  it  is 
obnoxious  to  such  an  imputation,  nor  was  there  any  evidence  in 
support  of  it."  This  was  all  that  was  said  in  the  opinion  on  that 
subject.  We  think  the  clear  inference  from  the  la  niage  of  the 
Courtis  that  it  regarded  the  common  law  of  cliamperty  as  in  force 
in  this  State.  That  case  is  also  an  authority  for  the  position  that  to 
render  a  contract  champertous,  the  party  stipulating  for  a  ]>ortion  of 
what  may  be  recovered  as  a  compensation  for  his  services  must  like- 
wise agree  to  bear  all  or  a  portion  of  the  expense  of  the  litigation. 
The  contract  was  clearly  champertous  according  to  the  older 
English  authors,  for  it  was  stipulated  that,  if  the  road  was  estab- 
lished. Crow  was  to  have  all  the  damages  that  might  be  assessed  to 
Harmon  on  account  of  the  condemnation  of  his  land  for  that  pur- 
pose. This  is  the  only  case  we  have  been  able  to  find  in  the  Mis- 
souri Reports,  and  we  are  satisfied  that  it  is  the  only  c^*5  that  has 
ever  been  before  this  court,  until  now,  involving  this  question. 

Section  1,  page  886,  2d  volume  Wagner^s  Statutes,  is  as  follows: 
"  The  common  law  of  England  and  all  statutes  and  acts  of  Parlia- 
ment made  prior  to  the  fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  James  I,  and 
which  are  of  a  general  nature,  not  local  to  that  kingdom,  which 
common  law  and  statutes  are  not  repugnant  to  or  inconsistent  with 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  Constitution  of  this 
Statie,  or  the  statute  laws  in  force  for  the  time  being,  shall  be  the 
rule  of  action  and  decision  in  this  State,  any  law,  custom  or  usage 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding."  Although  we  adopted  the  com- 
mon law  without  the  qualification  that  it  be  applicable  ^  our  con- 
dition^ the  courts  would  be  at  liberty  to  declare  that  any  portion  of 
the  common  law  inapplicable  to  our  condition  and  circumstances, 
does  not  obtain  here.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the  law  of  champerty 
as  expounded  by  Blackstone  and  Bouvier,  and  the  American  courts 
in  the  adjudicated  cases  which  we  have  eited,  that  is  not  applicable 
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to  our  condition.  The  race  of  interraeddlers  and  busy-bodies  is 
not  extinct.  It  was  never  confined  to  Great  Britain,  and  the  little 
band  of  refugees  who  landed  from  the  Mayflower  on  the  coast  of 
New  England  were  not  entirely  free  from  tlie  vice  of  intermeddling  in 
the  concerns  of  other  people.  It  is  as  prevalent  a  vice  in  the  United 
States  as  it  ever  was  in  England,  and  we  do  not  see  but  that  a  law 
restraining  intermeddlers  from  stirring  up  strife  and  litigation 
betwixt  their  neighbors  is  wholesome  and  necessary,  even  in  Mis- 
souri. A  man  having  a  doubtful  claim  to  property  in  the  posses- 
sion of  another,  who  would  hesitate  to  incur  the  expense  of  testing 
its  validity,  will  readily  agree  that  one  who  will  bear  the  burden  of 
the  contest,  and  take  part  of  the  recovery  for  his  pay,  may  institute 
the  suit  in  his  name.  Such  contracts  are  champertous  and  should 
be  so  held  on  principle  everywhere. 

The  contract  under  consideration,  however,  is  not  champertous, 
because  while  the  attorneys  agreed  to  receive  as  a  compensation 
for  their  services,  as  such,  a  portion  of  the  property  in  controversy, 
they  did  noj;  bind  themselves  to  pay  any  portion  of  the  expenses  of 
the  litigation. 

We  do  not  agree  with  the  Court  of  Appeals  that  **the  whole  doc- 
trine of  champerty  and  maintenance  is  a  relic  of  a  state  of  things 
long  since  passed  away,''  and  we  affirm  its  judgment,  not  because 
champertous  contracts  are  not  void  in  this  State,  but  because  the 
contract  in  question  is  not  champertous.     All  concur. 

Affirmed, 

Note  by  the  Reporter.— The  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa,  In  Adyc  v.  Ilanna,  47  Iowa.  264, 
held  that  an  ag^reement  by  an  attorney  to  pay  any  judgment  that  should  be  finally  rendered 
against  his  client  in  a  certain  suit,  in  consideration  that  the  latter  would  appeal  the  cose 
and  pay  the  attorney  a  fee  for  conducting  the  same,  was  void  as  against  public  policy,  and 
could  not  be  enforced  by  either  attorney  or  client.  The  court  say:  '*  In  another  respect  it 
is  in  conflict  with  the  policy  of  the  law,  which  promotes  and  upholds  purity  and  justice  in 
the  administration  of  remedies  in  the  courts.  The  attorneys  bound  by  the  contract  be- 
come liable  in  the  place  of  their  diept.  They  have  the  most  powerful  motive  to  pervert 
justice  and  corrupt  its  source,  in  order  to  escape  the  liability  they  have  assumed.  They 
are  officers  of  the  court,  and  as  such  ought  to  be  trusted  by  judges  as  well  as  clients.  Their 
duty  does  not  require  them  to  pervert  the  law  or  deceive  those  clothed  with  the  power  to 
administer  it  On  the  contrary,  it  forbids  them,  under  the  heaviest  penalties,  to  do  any 
act  that  may  have  such  an  eflfect.  They  are  to  aid  the  courts  in  the  administration  of  jus- 
tice. Their  duty  requires  them  to  endeavor  to  secure  to  their  clients  his  rij?hts  under  the 
law  and  nothing  more.  For  such  services  the  law  will  secure  them  compensation  from 
their  clients.  It  requires  neither  arguments  nor  explanations  to  show  what  great  tempta- 
tions would  be  placed  before  the  attorney  to  violate  his  duty,  and  to  endeavor  to  corrupt 
the  fountain  of  justice  were  he  to  take  the  place  of  his  client,  and  become  responsible  for 
all  liabilities  incident  to  a  decision  adverse  to  time.  The  law  will  not  permit  members  of 
the  legal  profession  to  be  assailed  with  temptations  so  dangerous  in  their  character.  They 
have  the  moefr  grave  duties  to  perform  in  the  administration  of  Justice;  they  stand  before 
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the  world,  as  a  class,  distinf^ished  for  honor,  intej?rlty  and  public  virtue.  The  law  wlU  b© 
careful  to  recognize  no  rules  or  principles,  which  in  their  application  to  the  practice  of 
courts  or  business  of  attorneys,  may  tend  to  corrupt  the  legal  profession,  or  rob  it  of  the 
high  character  it  has  always  maintained.'* 

In  Schi}mp  v.  Sheiick,  40  N.  J.  Law,  195,  an  attorney,  not  a  counsellor,  undertook  to  sel 
aside  a  will  for  a  client,  upon  the  agreement  that  he  was  to  have  five  per  cent  of  the  recov- 
ery in  case  of  success,  and  such  allowanoo  as  the  court  might  make  him  out  of  the  estate, 
in  case  of  defeat .  The  Supreme  Court,  in  an  elaborate  opinion,  bustain  the  agreement,  de- 
claring that  the  law  of  champerty  and  maintenance  does  not  prevail  in  that  State.  The 
court  make  a  distinction  between  attorneys  and  counsellors,  saying:  ''I  do  not  find  any- 
where that  it  was  the  common-law  rule,  that  irrespective  of  the  law  of  maintenance,  an  at- 
torney at  law  could  not  stipulate  for  his  compensation.  Such  contracts  wera  undoubtedly 
regarded  with  great  jealousy  b}-  the  courts,  and  were  very  generally  discountenanced  by 
the  legal  profession,  and  were  seldom  enforced,  and  were  not  unfrequently  set  aside  by 
courts  of  equity.  But  the  idea  that  attorneys  were  subject  to  the  same  disability  that  an 
advocate  was,  in  regard  to  contracting  with  their  clients  for  their  remuneration,  has  no 
foundation  in  legal  history  or  adjudged  cases.'' 

In  the  leading  case  of  Kenedy  \.  Brown^  13  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  677,  Chief  Justice  Eruc  confined 
his  proposition  of  incapacity  to  make  contracts  for  compensation,  to  advocates.  While  the 
New  Jersey  court  admit  that  the  weight  of  American  doctrine  is  against  such  incapacity 
yet  they  say  they  cannot  concur  in  that  view,  as  the  only  foundation  for  the  rule  '  *  was  its 
supposed  efficacy  in  sustaining  the  honorable  standing  of  the  advocate.*'  This  of  course  is 
obiter. 

In  the  same  case,  on  the  ^int  of  champerty  it  was  argued  *'  that  a  stipulation  to  bear 
the  expenses  of  the  litigat  A  is  an  essential  ingredient  hi  the  offense  of  champerty.'*  But 
the  court  say,  "the  authonties  do  not  sustain,  but  on  the  contrary,  they  overthrow  this 
<^ntention.  The  consent  of  the  attorney  to  give  his  service  is  in  effect  a  stipulation  to 
contribute  largely  to  the  ordinary  expense  of  a  suit,  and  consequently  it  would  seem  to 
follow,  reasoning  uixm  general  principles,  thatsiich  an  arrangement  must  be  deemed  ille- 
gal wherever  the  utatutes  in  question  are  in  force."  But  they  conclude:  **It  is  obvious 
that  the  system  that  had  grown  up  under  these  laws  relating  to  maintenance  was  not  alto- 
gether in  hannony  with  th«  habits,  needs  and  busim^ss  of  modem  life,  and  this  considera- 
tion has  heli>ed  me  to  the  conclusion  to  which  I  have  arri vc<l ,  that  the  doctrine  of  main- 
tenance has  never  had  a  foothold  in  the  jurisprudence  of  this  State." 

lk)uvier  defines  champerty:  "  -V  ban^aiu  with  a  plaintiff  or  defendant,  campum  jxirtirc^ 
to  divide  the  land  or  other  matter  sued  for  between  them,  if  they  prevail  at  law,  the 
champertor  iinf/trfrtA'i/ii;  (4»  rfO'n/  ♦>'*  '/'^  '^"i'  athuiown  criKitae.  This  offense  differs  from 
maintenance  in  this,  that  in  the  latter  the  i)erson  a.ssisting  the  suitor  receives  no  benefit, 
while  in  the  former  he  i*eceives  one-half  or  <ithcr  portion  of  the  thing  sued  for.  On  the 
other  hand,  Coke  In  2  Tnst.  534,  says :  "  An  apprentice  or  attorney  cannot  contract  to  have 
any  part  of  the  thing  in  demand,  after  the  recoverj*; "  and  in  IPtx  v.  Barnnliu^  Hob.  117,  it 
is  s;iid  :  "  I  hold  that  if  an  attorney  follows  a  cauf^o  to  be  paid  in  gross,  that  is  champerty." 

There  seems  to  be  a  distinction  between  a  layman  and  a  lawj'er  as  champertor.  To 
constitute  the  offense  on  the  part  of  the  layman,  he  must  contribute  in  money  to  the 
expenses  of  tlie  action;  but  the  lawyer  is  held  to  contribute  by  his  services  See  CoughUn 
V.  J^.  r.  Cent.  «t  If.  R.  R.  R.  Oi.,  auU,  p.  75. 

In  Thurxton  v.  Pcrciml,  1  Pick.  415,  an  agreement  by  which  an  attorney  and  counsellor 
was  to  receive  a  percentage  of  the  money,  was  held  void.  The  suit  was  pending  in  New 
York,  and  the  attorney  did  not  act  as  advocate,  being  prohibited  from  doing  so  by  the  laws 
of  that  State.  It  did  not  appear  that  he  contributed  any  money,  and  that  point  was  not 
specially  raised.  The  court  spoke  with  disfavor  of  the  state,  of  the  law,  and  allowed  a 
recovery  quantum  wemit. 

In  Key  V.  Vattier,  1  Ch.  132,  an  attorney  furnished  the  means  to  contest  the  suit,  and  was 
to  have  a  portion  of  the  recovery.  Tlie  agreement  was  held  void.  The  court  emphasiiBe 
the  statement  that  the  defendant "  was  to  be  at  no  expense,'*  and  in  the  definition  of 
champerty  make  the  payment  of  the  expenses  an  ingredient. 

Bmwn  V.  Beaucha}nit,  5  Monr.  417,  was  not  a  case  of  an  attorney,  and  in  defining  the 
offense  of  champerty,  the  furnishing  of  money  is  omitted,  the  court  saying,  **the  unlaw* 
fill  intermeddling  or  upholding  constitutes  the  offense.** 


Digitized  by 


Google 


OCTOBER  TEEM,  1877.  321 

Singleton  v.  St.  LouIb  Insurance  Co. 


Aiut  ▼.  i>irue,  4  Litt.  417,  was  a  case  of  an  attorney  „  and  the  court  define  diamperty, 
«  an  agreement  to  aid  in  a  suit,  and  then  divide  the  thing  recovered.  *' 

Ardenv.  PaUernon,  5JobDs.Ch.44,  was  the  case  of  the  purchase  by  an  attorney  of  a  daim, 
and  the  prosecution  of  it  at  his  own  risk  and  expense, \uid  for  his  own  benefit.  Tliis  was 
held  champerty  under  the  New  York  statute,  which  then  defined  it,  a  suing  at  one's  own 
costs,  to  have  part  of  the  tiling  in  controversy  on  demand. 

HolUnoay  v.  Lowt^  7  Port  (Ala.)  wao  the  case  of  an  attorney  agreeing  for  a  trifling  sum 
and  a  fourth  of  the  recovery  to  prosecute  the  suit.    Hdd,  champerty. 

Mitses  V.  BagUy^  64  Qa.  288,  holds  the  agreement  to  pay  oosts  essential  to  the  offense  of 
champerty. 

See  Afortin  v.  Clarke  0  B*L  889),  6  Am.  Rep.  686. 


SiN'GLBTON  V.  St.  Louis  Ixsuranoe  Co. 

(66  Mo.  63.) 
Life  inmiranee — interest  —  evidence — etatements  of  inwred. 

A  policy  of  insurance  procared  by  an  ancle  in  his  own  favor  upon  the  life  of 
his  nephew,  in  which  he  hns  no  pecuniary  interest,  is  void. 

The  burden  of  showing  insurable  interest  is  upon  the  claimant. 

In  an  action  on  a  policy  in  favor  of  one  on  the  life  of  another,  statements  of 
the  insured  as  to  his  feelings  at  the  time,  when  not  too  long  before  the 
application  to  throw  light  upon  the  subject,  are  admissible  in  evidence  ;but 
such  statements  as  to  previous  ill  health  are  inadmissible. 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  the  sense  of  the  expression :  "  spitting  , 
01  blood,"  in  an  application  for  life  insurance.    {See  note,  p.  S27.) 

ACTION  on  a  policy  of  insurance  in  favor  of  plaintiff  on  the  life 
of  John  T.  Anderson,  issued  Dec.  12, 1872.  The  application 
contained  the  following  questions  and  answers:  "12.  Has  the  party 
had,  since  childhood,  consumpMon,  bronchitis,  spitting  of  blood, 
*  *  and  if  so,  which  ?  Answer,  No.  15.  Has  the  party  now, 
or  has  he  had  a  habitual  cough,  or  any  pulmonary  disease,  or  is 
any  suspected  ?  Answer,  No.  18.  Is  the  party  now  in  good  health, 
and  free  from  any  symptoms  of  disease?  Answer,  Yes.*'  It  was 
one  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy  that  unless  all  the  answers  in 
the  application  were  true,  the  policy  should  be  void.  Dr.  Adams, 
a  witness  for  defendant,  was  asked  what  statements  Anderson  made 
to  him  at  the  time  he  examined  him  in  the  spring  of  1872,  as  to 
his  condition  and  symptoms  prior  to  that  time,  and  as  to  his  having 
jn  ^he  past  had  spitting  of  blood  or  a  habitual  cough  ;  but  the 
court  ruled  that  the  witness  could  detail  the  statements  made  to 
him  by  Anderson  as  to  his  condition  and  symptoms  at  the  time  he 
Vol.  XX Vn— 41 
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saw  and  examined  him,  but  not  as  to  liis  condition  at  any  previous 
time.  The  same  ruling  was  made  in  regard  to  another  witness,  not 
a  physician.  Physicians  were  permitted  to  testify  that  "spitting 
of  blood  "  is  a  medical  term,  meaning  spitting  of  blood  from  the 
lungs  exchisively.  The  defendant  asked  the  following  instructions, 
which  were  refused  :  10th.  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in 
this  action  he  must  show  some  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of 
Anderson,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  showing,  or  tending 
to  show,  such  insurable  interest,  the  jury  must  find  for  defendants. 
13th.  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  Anderson  had  at 
the  date  of  the  application,  or  had  had  at  anytime  previous  thereto 
since  childhood,  spitting  of  blood,  from  whatever  source  it  origin- 
ated, they  will  find  for  defendants.     The  plaintiff"  had  judgment. 

Henry  Flanayanyiov  appellant. 

McFarlane,  Jones  &  CarJcemTy  for  respondent;  also,  R.  W.  Jones. 
No  interest  in  the  life  is  necessary  at  common  law.  Dalhy  v.  Tlte 
India  and  L.  Life  A.  Co,,  15  Com.  Bench,  365  ;  British  Ins,  Co. 
V.  Magee,  Cook  &  Alcock  (Irish),  182 ;  Scott  v.  Moose,  Long,  & 
Town  (Irish),  54;  Shannon  v.  Nugenty  1  Hays,  536-539  ;  Bunyan 
on  Life  Ins.,  p.  11;  Laws,  London  Indisputable  L,P.  Co,,  1  Kay& 
Johnson,  223;  Bawls  v.  Ins,  Co,^  3  Am.  Law  Reg.  (N,  S.)  see  note 
of  Judge  DwiQHT  at  page  179,  par. 2  et  seq.;  Bliss  on  Life  Ins.,  §  3; 
Trenton  Mutual  L,  I,  Co,  v.  Johnson,  4  Zabr.  576  ;  Chisholm  v.  Nat, 
Cap,  L,  L  Co,,  52  Mo.  213.  The  burden  to  show  the  policy  void  is 
on  defendant  Peltz  v.  Long,  40  Mo.  532  ;  Sumner  v.  Summers,  54 
id.  340  ;  Cheltenham  v.  Cook,  44  id.  29  ;  Sherwood  v.  Saxton,  63  id. 
78-84 ;  Gardner  v,  Armstrong,  31  id.  535  ;  Shannon  v.  Nugent,  1 
Hays,  536 ;  Lewis  v.  Phcenix  M,  Ins.  Co,,  39  Conn.  100  ;  Piedmont 
£  Arlington  L.  I.  Co.  v.  Ewing,  3  Cent.  L.  J.  686  ;  Evers  v.  Life 
Asso.  America,  59  Mo.  431. 

Hbnby,  J.  Plaintiff  sued  defendants  on  a  policy  of  insurance 
issued  by  the  St.  Louis  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company,  on  the 
life  of  John  T.  Anderson,  procured  by  plaintiff,  who  paid  the 
premiums,  and  was  to  receive  the  amount  for  which  said  life  was 
insured  by  said  company,  on  the  death  of  said  Anderson. 

Plaintiff  was  an  uncle  of  John  T.  Anderson,  but  it  was  neither 
aliegea  nor  provea  oy  plaintiff  that  he  had  any  pecuniary  interest 
in  his  life,  and  the  mere  relation  of  uncle  and  nephew  does  not  con* 
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sfcitute  an  insurable  interest,  to  enable  either  to  insure  the  life  of 
the  other.  It  is  maintained  with  great  ability  by  Messrs.  McFar- 
lane  and  Jones,  attorneys  for  plain tiflf,  that  a  policy  of  insurance, 
effected  by  one  on  the  life  of  another  in  which  he  has  no  pecuniary 
interest,  is  valid;  and  they  rely  upon  Chisholm  v.  Nat.  Capitol  Life 
Ins,  Co,,  52  Mo.  213;  14  Am.  Rep.  414,  in  which  this  court,  Wag- 
ner, J.,  said:  **  In  this  State  we  have  no  statute  on  the  subject 
covering  this  case,  and  as  the  policy  is  not  void  by  the  common 
law,  it  can  only  be  declared  so  on  the  ground  that  it  is  against  pub- 
lic policy.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  contract  was  a  mere 
wagering  one,  or  that  it  is  in  anywise  against  or  contrary  to  public 
policy."  These  remarks,  of  course,  are  to  be  restricted  to  the  case 
then  under  consideration.  The  plaintiff  there  had  insured  the 
life  of  Clark,  between  whom  and  herself  there  was  a  marriage 
engagement,  and  the  court  held  that  she  had  a  pecuniary  interest 
in  the  life  of  Clark,  remarking  that  "  had  he  observed  and  kept 
the  same  (his  contract  of  marriage),  then,  as  his  wife,  she  would 
have  been  entitled  to  support.  Had  he  lived  and  violated  the  con- 
tract, she  would  have  had  her  action  for  damages."  There  are 
intimations  in  the  opinion  which  support  the  views  urged  by 
respondent's  attorney,  but  they  are  obiter  dicta.  The  case  of  the 
Trenton  Mut.  Life  and  Fire  Ins,  Co.  v.  JohnsoUy  4  Zabr.  576,  is 
approvingly  cited  by  the  court,  but  a  different  doctrine  from  that 
announced  in  that  case  has  been  held  in  Massachusetts,  New  York, 
Connecticut  Maine,  Rhode  Island,  Indiana,  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  by  Dillon,  J.,  in  Swick  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  2 
Dillon,  161,  and  in  this  State  in  McKee  v.  Lis.  Co.,  28  Mo.  383. 
And  in  Oamhs  v.  Covenant  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  50  id.  44,  it  was 
held  indirectly  that  a  person  procuring  an  insurance  on  the  life  of 
another  must,  to  make  it  valid,  have  a  pecuniary  interest  in  the  life 
insured.  In  the  latter  case,  Bliss,  J.,  said:  "Gambling,  or  wager 
policies,  are  those  where  the  persons  for  whose  use  they  issue  have 
no  pecuniary  interest  in  the  life  insured.  But  the  wife  has  a  direct 
interest  in  the  life  of  her  husband."  In  the  former  case,  Soott, 
J. :  *'  There  is  nothing  in  the  contract  as  stated  in  the  petition 
which  shows  it  to  be  a  wagering  one,  or  in  anywise  contrary  to 
public  policy." 

He  then  proceeds  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  pecuniary  inter- 
ctit  in  the  life  of  the  husband,  which  she  insured  for  her  benefit 
In  Erem  v.  TJie  Life  Association,  59  Mo.  430,  W.\oner,  J.,  who 
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delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  did  not  seem  entirely  satisfied 
with  Chisholm  v.  NaL  Capitol  Life  Lis.  Co,  He  said: ''  Our  opinion 
on  this  subject  was  expressed  in  Chisholm  v.  NaL  Capitol  Lis.  Co., 
52  Mo.  213  ;  14  Am.  Rep.  414,  to  some  extent,  but  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  examine  the  question  further  in  this  case,  as  the  plaintiffs 
own  instructions  assume  that  such  an  interest  is  necessary."  As 
the  observations  of  our  court  on  this  subject  in  the  case  referred  to 
are  obiter  dicta,  the  question  may  be  considered  an  open  one  in 
this  State.  In  his  Commentaries,  vol.  3,  p.  462,  Chancellor  Kent 
said:  *' But  policies,  without  interest  upon  lives,  are  more  pernic- 
ious and  dangerous  than  any  other  class  of  wager  policies,  because 
temptation  to  tamper  with  life  is  more  mischievous  than  incitement 
to  mere  pecuniary  fraud."  In  Lord  v.  Dall,  12  Mass.  115,  it  was 
held  **  that  unless  the  assured  had  an  interest  in  the  life  insured,  it 
would  be  a  mere  wager  policy,  which  we  think  would  be  contrary 
to  our  laws,  and,  therefore,  void."  In  Stevens,  admW,  v.  Warr^r^y 
adm^x^  and  another,  101  Mass.  564,  Lord  v,  Dall  was  cited  and 
approved,  and  Willis,  J.,  speaking  for  the  court,  said:  "The  gen- 
eral rule  recognized  by  tlie  courts  has  been  that  no  one  can  have  an 
insurance  upon  the  life  of  another,  unless  he  has  an  interest  in  the 
continuance  of  that  life."  To  the  same  effect  are  the  cases  of 
Mitchell  V.  Union  Life  Lis.  Co.,  45  Me.  104;  Lewis  v.  Phoenix  Mut 
Life  Lis.  Co.,  39  Conn.  101;  Bevin  v.  The  Con.  Mut.  Dife  Ins.  Co., 
23  id.  244;  Mowry  v.  Home  Life  Lis.  Co.,  9  R.  I.  346;  Franklin  Life 
Lis.  Co.  V.  Hazzard,  41  Ind.  117  ;  13  Am.  Rep.  313  ;  Euse  v.  Mui. 
Beiiefit  Life  Lis.  Co.,  23  N.  Y.  516;  Freeman  v.  Fulton  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  38  Barb.  247;  Cammach  v.  Letvis,  15  Wall.  643;  Swick  v.  Home 
Lis.  Co.,  2  Dill.  161;  May  on  Ins.,  §  587,  p.  724. 

Neither  the  case  of  Shannon  v.  Nugent,  Hays'  Reports  of  cases 
in  the  Irish  CoUrt  of  Exchequer,  p.  539,  nor  Fergusofi  v.  Lomax,  2 
Drury  &  Warren's  Reports  of  cases  decided  in  the  English  High 
Court  of  Chancery,  cited  in  Chisholm  v.  Nat.  Capitol  Life  Ins.  Cb., 
supra,  sustains  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  respondent.  In  the 
latter  case  the  question  was  neither  considered  by  the  court  nor  pre- 
sented in  the  brief  of  counsel,  and  in  the  former  Joy,  C.  B.,  speak- 
ing for  the  court,  said:  "It  is  not  now  necessary  for  us  to  decide 
whether  a  life  insurance  made  in  Ireland  must  be  on  interest,"  He 
stated,  however,  that  the  leaning  of  the  court  was,  that  interest 
was  not  necessary  to  give  it  validity.  We  feel  constrained,  there- 
fore, by  the  weight  of  authority,  to  hold  that  the  policy  of  insoiw 
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ance  procured  by  one  upon  the  life  of  another,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
former,  who  has  no  pecuniary  interest  in  the  continuance  of  the 
life  insured,  is  against  public  policy,  and,  therefore,  void.  This 
policy  upon  its  face  does  not  state  an  interest,  nor  in  the  applica- 
tion is  it  stated  that  Singleton  had  a  pecuniary  interest  in  the  life 
of  Ajiderson.  The  following  question  was  propounded  to  the 
applicant:  **  Has  the  beneficiary  (if  a  creditor)  an  interest  in  the 
life  to  be  assured,  to  the  full  amount  of  this  application?"  To 
which  he  answered  '*  No."  He  does  not  state  that  he  is  a  creditor. 
It  was  neither  averred  in  the  plaintiff's  petition,  nor  proved,  that 
plaintiff  had  any  pecuniary  interest  in  the  continuance  of  the  life 
of  John  T.  Anderson.  The  following  instruction,  asked  by  defend- 
ant, the  court  refused:  **  That  to  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover  in  this 
action  he  must  show  some  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  John  T. 
Anderson,  the  insured,  and  that  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence 
showing  or  tending  to  show  such  insurable  interest,  the  jury  must 
find  for  defendant." 

Plaintiff's  counsel  contend  that  it  devolved  upon  defendant  to 
show  that  plaintiff  had  no  such  interest,  and  several  cases  from 
our  own  reports  are  relied  upon  as  authority  for  this  position.  In 
the  earlier  of  these  cases  all  that  was  determined  was  that  when  a 
contract  was  good  at  common  law,  without  being  reduced  to  writ- 
ing, after  the  passage  of  the  statute  of  frauds  it  was  matter  of  de- 
fense to  be  pleaded  that  the  contract  was  not  in  writing.  The  case 
here  is  of  a  contract  void  at  common  law,  upon  its  face,  and  of 
course  it  devolves  upon  plaintiff  to  show  such  facts  as  render  it 
valid  and  binding.  In  Freeman  v.  Fulton  Fire  Ins.  Co.^  38  Barb. 
«wpra,  the  court  said:  '*It  must  be  considered  as  well  settled  at 
present  that  at  common  law,  as  well  as  under  the  statute  of  betting 
and  gaming,  a  policy  of  fire  insurance  is  void,  unless  the  party  has 
at  the  time  an  insurable  interest.  It  follows  that  a  complaint  iu 
an  action  on  the  policy  must  contain  an  averment  of  such  an 
interest,  in  order  to  state  a  cause  of  action."  "  The  plaintiff  must 
aver  an  insui*able  interest,  or  if  he  has  not  that,  the  grounds  upon 
which  he  rests  his  right  to  sue."  May  on  Insurance,  §  587.  In 
Ruse  V.  The  Mutual  Benefit  Life  Ins.  Oo.,  supra,  in  which  the 
opinion  was  delivered  by  that  able  jurist.  Judge  Sblden,  the  court 
said  :  ''  And  it  is  apparent  from  the  authorities,  that  it  had  always 
been  previously  held  in  suits  upon  the  policies,  not  containing  the 
words,  *  interest  or  no  interest,'  or  other  equivalent  words,  that  the 
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plaintiff  must  aver  and  prove  that  he  had  an  interest."  This  was 
said  in  reference  to  Depaba  v.  Ludlow ,  Corny n,  361,  which  shows 
how  the  doctrine  that  wagering  policies- upon  ships  are  valid,  orig- 
inated. The  defendant  there  had  insured  the  plaintiff,  "interest 
or  no  interest,"  and  it  was  held  that  the  import  of  that  clause 
relieved  plaintiff  from  proving  his  interest.  That  the  plaintiff 
must,  in  these  cases,  aver  and  prove  an  interest,  was  held  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  in  Guardian  M.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hogan, 
80  111.  35 ;  22  Am.  Rep.  180,  and  that  he  must  prove  the  sam^ 
affirmatively  as  a  part  of  the  case. 

The  court  below  erred  in  refusing  to  give  defendant's  tenth 
instruction,  and  for  that  error  the  judgment  must  be  reversed. 
The  court  did  not  err  in  excluding  statements  made  by  John  T. 
Anderson,  as  to  how  ho  had  been  afflicted,  and  did  properly  admit 
statements  made  by  him  to  witnesses,  whether  medical  men  or  not, 
which  were  expressions  of  his  feelings  at  the  time.  1  Greenl.  on 
Ev.,  §  101.  Nor  was  it  necessary  to  make  such  statements  ad- 
missible that  they  should  have  been  made  in  answer  to  inquiries  as 
to  his  health,  or  observations  of  others  as  to  his  appearance,  etc. 
But  they  must  not  have  been  made  too  long  before  the  application 
to  throw  any  light  upon  the  condition  of  his  health  when  the  ap- 
plication was  made.  We  think  evidence  properly  admissible  to 
show  in  what  sense  the  term  *'  spitting  of  blood,"  was  used  in  the 
application.  Without  any  evidence  of  the  meaning  of  that  term, 
the  court  might  properly  have  instructed  the  jury  that  ''  spitting 
of  blood,"  in  consequence  of  a  drawn  tooth,  or  a  cut  on  the  gums, 
was  not  meant  by  that  term,  and  yet  if  Anderaon  had  spit  blood 
from  such  trivial  causes,  literally  his  answer  to  the  question  would 
have  been  false.  There  was,  therefore,  a  propriety  in  the  admis- 
sion of  evidence  of  the  meaning  of  the  term.  There  is  something 
ambiguous  in  the  term  "  spitting  of  blood."  There  is  room  for  inter- 
pretation. Literally,  the  meaning  is  spitting  blood,  whether  from 
the  teeth,  gums  or  lungs,  but  it  would  be  absurd  to  hold  that  it 
was  used  in  that  sense  in  the  application.  We  have  given  two 
instances  of  spitting  blood,  which  no  court  would  hold  as  embraced 
within  the  term  **  spitting  of  blood,"  as  used  in  that  application. 
Hence,  the  necessity  for  an  explanation  ;  **  spitting  of  blood,"  is, 
and  was  proved  to  be,  a  technical  term.  Other  errors  are  assigned, 
but  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  them.     We  are  all  agreed  that  the 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


OCTOBER  TERM,  1877.  327 


Singleton  v.  St.  Louis  Insurance  Co. 


judgment  should  be  and  it  ia  accordingly  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded. 

Judgment  reversed. 

NoTK  BT  THB  RspoBTKRi^In  AfiMTiuri  VcUUy  Life  Ins.  C*t.  t.  Stwrges^  18  Kans.  9^,  SG  Am. 
Rep.  761,  it  was  held  that  the  assignee,  with  the  consent  of  the  company,  of  a  policy  of 
Ufe  insurance  could  not  recover  on  it  unless  he  had  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  the 
assured.  To  the  same  effect  is  Franklin  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Scfton^  53  Ind.  380;  and  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts,  in  Stevens  v.  Tiairen^  101  Mass.  564,  held  that  the 
assignment  passed  no  interest  if  made  without  the  consent  of  the  company .  See,  also, 
Ctimmack  v.  Letces^  15  Wall.  643,  which  was  a  case  of  peculiar  circumstances.  On  the 
other  hand  tbe  Supreme  Court  of  Rhode  Island,  in  the  recent  case  of  i^lark  v.  Allen,  11  R. 
I.  439;  8.  c,  i23  Am.  Rep.  496,  held  that  where  the  policy  contained  no  prohibition  of  such 
aUenation,  an  assignment,  in  good  faith  and  not  as  a  device  to  evade  the  law,  was  good, 
and  gave  a  right  of  action  to  the  assignee.  See,  also,  St.  John  v.  Am.  MuL  Life  Ins.  Oi>., 
S  Duer,  419;  s.  c,  on  appeal,  13  N.  T.  31;  VcUton  v.  Nat.  Fund  Life  Assurance  Co.,  20  id. 
88;  Cunningham  v.  Smith,  70  Penn.  St.  430.  To  the  same  effect  are  Connecticut  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Schaefer,  M  U.  S.  457;  ^tna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  France,  Id.  561 . 

A  distinction  is  observable  between  the  case  of  a  policy  without  interest  in  Its  origin  and 
a  policy  originally  valid  but  assigned  to  one  who  has  no  interest.  This  was  taken  in  the 
VaUon  Cast,  supra,  where  the  court  said:  **  It  is  unnecessary  to  determine  whether  previous 
to  the  statute  making  void  all  wagers,  bets,  etc.  (1 R.  S.  662),  an  Insiuunce,  effected  by  a 
party  upon  the  life  of  a  person  In  which  he  had  no  Interest,  was  valid.  Since  the  statute, 
such  contract  would  clearly  be  void.  Upon  the  trial  there  was  no  proof  but  that  Schu- 
macker  obtained  the  policy  for  his  own  benefit.  If  he  so  obtained  it,  he  had  the  right  to 
dispose  of  it  as  he  saw  fit,  and  it  would  be  no  defense  against  his  assignees  that  they  had 
no  interest  In  his  life."  Contra,  Franklin  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hazzard,  41  Ind.  116;  13  Am. 
Rep.  313,  where  the  court  say:  *^Kow  if  a  man  may  not  take  a  policy  directly  from  the 
insurance  comi>any,  upon  the  life  of  another  in  whose  life  he  lias  no  insurable  intereist, 
upon  which  principle  can  he  purchase  such  policy  from  another  ?  If  he  purchase  a 
policy  as  a  mere  speculation,  on  the  life  of  another  in  whose  life  he  has  no  interest,  the 
door  is  open  to  the  same  demoralizing  system  of  gaming,  and  the  same  temptation  is  held 
out  to  the  purchaser  of  the  policy  to  bring  about  the  event  insured  against,  equally  as  if 
the  policy  had  been  issued  directly  to  him  from  the  imderwriter."  Approving  Stevens  v. 
Warren,  and  disapproving  the  VaUon  case. 

In  Cunningham  v.  Smith  the  court  say :  "  The  defendants  may  have  had  such  an  interest 
in  the  life  insured  under  the  contract  of  September  1,  1868,  as  would  entitle  them  to 
insure  his  Ufe  in  their  own  names.  Tliat,  however,  might  have  been  a  question.  But 
Jerome  Smith's  Interest  in  his  own  life  was  unquestionable,  and  if  he  was  willing  to  insure 
himself  with  their  money  and  then  assign  the  policy  to  them,  there  is  no  principle  of  law 
which  can  prevent  such  a  transaction.'' 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  JStna  Life  Ittsurance  Company  v.  France, 
supra,  consider  the  question  whether  a  sister  has  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  a 
brother  upon  whom  she  Is  not  dependent  for  support.  The  court  says  in  affirming  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  :  "  The  construction  given  to  the  policy  by  the  court  below 
was,  that  it  was  a  contract  (between  the  company  and  Chew  for  an  assurance  of  his  life, 
with  a  stipulation  and  agreement  that  the  money  should  be  paid  to  his  sister  ;  and  the 
court  held  that  such  a  policy  Is  sustainable  at  law  on  account  of  the  nearness  of  the  rela- 
tionship between  the  parties,  and  especially  as  Mrs.  France,  at  the  time  the  insurance  was 
effected,  was  one  of  Chew's  next  of  kin,  prospectively  interested  in  his  estate  as  a  distrib- 
utee. We  concur  in  the  construction  of  the  policy  made  by  the  court,  and  In  the  validity 
of  the  transaction .  As  held  by  us  in  the  case  of  The  Connecticul  Mutual  v.  Sehaefer,  Just 
decided,  any  person  has  a  right  to  procure  an  insurance  on  his  own  life  and  to  assign  It  to 
another,  provided  it  be  not  done  by  way  of  cover  for  a  wager  policy  ;  and  where  the  rela- 
tionship between  the  parties,  as  in  this  case,  is  such  as  to  constitute  a  good  and  valid  con- 
sideration in  law  for  any  gift  or  grant,  the  transaction  is  entirely  free  from  such  imputa- 
tion.   The  direction  of  payment  In  the  policy  Itself  is  equivalent  to  such  an  assignment.  '* 
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**  He  had  a  right  to  take  out  a  policy  on  his  own  life  for  his  sister's  benefit ;  and  she  had  6 
right  to  advance  him  the  necessary  means  to  do  so.  As  between  strangers,  or  persons  not 
thus  nearly  connected,  such  a  transaction  would  be  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  from  which, 
according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  they  might  or  might  not  infer  that  it  was  mere 
gambling.  But  as  between  brother  and  sister,  or  other  near  relations,  desirous  of  thus 
providing  for  each  other,  and  (as  said  by  Chief  Justice  Shaw)  presumed  to  be  actuated  by 
**  considerations  of  strong  morals,  and  the  force  of  natural  affection  between  near  kindred 
operating  often  more  elBcaciously  than  those  of  jKwitive  law  *'  (L/mmis  v.  Eagle  Life  In- 
surance Co.,  6  Qray,  309),  the  case  is  divested  of  that  gambling  aspect  which  is  presented 
where  there  is  nothing  but  a  speculative  interest  in  the  death  of  another,  without  any  in- 
terest in  his  life  to  counterbalance  it.  On  this  ground  we  hold,  that  where,  as  in  this  case, 
a  brother  takes  out  a  policy  on  his  own  life  for  the  benefit  of  his  sister,  it  is  totally  imma- 
terial what  arrangement  they  choose  to  make  between  them  about  the  payment  of  the 
premiums.  The  policy  is  not  a  wager  policy .  It  Is  divested  of  those  dangerous  tendencies 
which  render  such  policies  contrary  to  good  morals.  And  as  the  company  gets  a  perfect 
quid  pro  quo  in  the  stipulated  premiums,it  cannot  justly  refuse  to  pay  the  insurance  when 
incurred  oy  the  terms  of  the  contract." 

In  Swift  V.  Mass.  MuL  Life  Im.  Co.,  63  N.  Y.  186 ;  20  Am.  Itep.  522,  it  was  held,  that  in 
an  action  by  a  wife  to  recover  the  amount  of  an  insurance  policy  issued  to  her  upon  the 
life  of  her  husband,  evidence  of  the  declarations  of  the  husband  made  to  third  persons 
prior  to  the  insurance,  when  speaking  of  an  existing  disease,  was  competent  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  the  truthfulness  of  statements  made  in  the  application .  The  application  was  made 
Aug.  20, 1870,  and  the  declarations  were  made  in  the  preceding  winter.  The  court  say: 
*'  Hence  it  is  that  any  prior  act  or  fact,  not  too  remote,  is  proof  against  the  policy-holder,  of 
knowledge  concealed  by  the  subject  of  the  insurance.  Hence  it  is,  too,  that  any  statement 
which  is  part  of  the  res  gestw  of  such  prior  fact  or  act  tending  to  characterize  or  explain 
it,  is  also  proof  thereof,  though  unsworn  to.  Facts  occurring  after  the  insurance  has  been 
effected  may  be  evidence,  inasmuch  as  all  facts  which  are  material  are  competent  to  be 
proven.  But  the  subsequent  statements  of  the  subject  of  insurance,  not  connected  with 
a  contemijorary  act  or  fact,  are  then  but  hearsay,"  etc.  The  "  fact  or  act "  in  that  case 
was  that  the  insured  looked  ill  and  walked  lame,  and  his  contemporaneous  declarations 
respecting  those  circumstances  were  received  in  evidence. 

This  was  followed  in  DiU^ber  v.  Home  Life  Ins.  Co.,  69  N.  Y .  256,  where  it  was  held  that 
the  '*  fact "  being  otherwise  proven,  as  by  letters  of  the  insured,  his  declarations  concern- 
ing it  are  competent  to  show  knowledge. 

In  Astitmry  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Warrav,  66  Me.  623;  23  Am.  Rep.  690,  the  policy  was  In  favor 

of  a  brother  upon  the  life  of  his  sister,  and  Issued  Oct .  8, 18T8.    Evidence  of  her  complaints 

.  of  illness  made  in  the  preceding  summer  were  excluded.    This  was  held  error.    Evidence 

/  of  her  declarations  ''  descriptive  of  her  health  and  feelings  at  the  time  they  were  uttered  " 

were  held  competent,  but  otherwise  as  those  "  concerning  the  cause  of  her  then  present 

sufferings,  and  the  length  of  time  they  had  existed." 

A  son  has  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  his  father,  especially  when  the  son  Is  liable 
under  the  poor  laws  for  the  support  of  the  father.  Reserve  Mutucd  Im.  Co.  v.  Kanty  81 
Penn.  St.  154 ;  22  Am.  Rep.  741. 

The  relation  of  father  and  son  does  not  give  the  son  an  Insurable  Interest  in  the  life  of 
the  father,  unless  the  son  has  a  well-founded  or  reasonable  expectation  of  some  pecuniary 
advantage  to  be  derived  from  the  continuance  of  the  life  of  the  father.  Guardian  Mutual 
Life  Ins.  Ck}.  v.  Hogan,  80  Bl .  35 ;  22  Am.  Rep.  180. 

A  father  has  an  hisurable  interest  in  the  life  of  his  minor  son.  Loomla  w,  EoqU  IA/4 
mnd  HeaXJih  Iru.  Co^  6  Gray,  896. 
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(68  Mo.  m.) 

Criminal  law  —  burden  of  proof, 

* 

im  erimiiud  pioaeoations  the  harden  of  proof  remains  upon  the  State  througli- 
out  the  trial  to  estahlish  the  guilt  of  the  prisoner  bejond  a  reasonable  doubt 
upon  the  whole  evidence,  and  an  instruction  that  if  defendant  killed  de- 
ceased, he  is  presumed  gr^iltj  of  murder,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  con- 
trary, and  that  it  devolves  upon  him  to  show  a  mitigation  or  justification,  is 
erroneous.* 

I NDIOTMENT  for  murder.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

Lutfier  T,  Collier^  for  appellant. 

J,  L.  Smithy  attorney-general,  for  the  State,  cited  State  v. 
Joeckel,  44  Mo.  234;  State  v.  Lane,  64  id.  319;  State  v.  Hundley^ 
46  id.  414;  State  v.  Hays,  23  id.  287;  State  v.  Underwood,  57  id.  40; 
State  V.  Starr,  38  id.  270.  , 

Hbnby,  J.  That  it  devolves  upon  the  State  to  establish  by 
evidence  the  guilt  of  the  accused  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  will 
not  be  controverted.  The  defendant,  by  his  plea  of  not  guilty, 
puts  in  issue  every  material  allegation  in  the  indictment  He  is  j 
not  required  to  plead  specially  any  matter  of  justification  or 
excuse.  The  case  is  not  divided  into  two  parts,  one  of  guilt  as- 
serted by  the  State,  the  other  of  innocence,  asserted  by  the  accused. 
He  does  not  plead  affirmatively  that  he  is  innocent,  but  negatively 
that  he  is  not  guilty  ;  and  on  that  issue,  and  that  alone,  the  jury 
are  to  try  the  case  throughout. 

There  is  no  shifting  of  the  burden  of  proof.  It  remains  upon 
the  State  throughout  the  trial.  The  evidence  may  shift  from  one 
side  to  the  other.  The  State  may  establish  such  facts  as  must  result 
in  a  conviction,  unless  the  presumption  they  raise  be  met  by  e>i- 
dence,  but  still  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  State  to  establish  the 
guilt  of  the  accused  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  Ogletree  v.  State^ 
28  Ala.  693;  Tweedy  v.  The  State,  5  Iowa,  433;  Com.  v.  McKie,  1 

•  See  people  ▼.  <Sl6^ruMr  (48  N.Y.  1),  1  Am.  Rep.  480. 
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Gray,  61;  State  v.  Flye,  26   Me.  316;  Wharton's  Am.  Crim.  Law, 
§  707. 

In  Stokes'  case,  53  N.  Y.  164 ;  13  Am.  Rep.  492,  Rapallo,  J., 
said  :  "  The  jury  must  be  satisfied  on  the  whole  evidence  of  the 
guilt  of  the  accused ;  and  it  is  clear  error  to  charge  them  when 
the  prosecution  has  made  out  a  prima  facie  case,  and  evidence  has 
been  introduced  tending  to  show  a  defense,  that  they  must  convict 
unless  they  are  satisfied  of  the  truth  of  the  defense.  Such  a 
charge  throws  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  prisoner,  and  subjects 
him  to  conviction  though  the  evidence  on  his  part  may  have 
created  a  reasonable  doubt  of  his  guilt.  Instead  of  leaving  it  to 
them  to  determine  upon  the  whole  evidence  whether  his  guilt  is 
established  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  it  constrains  them  to  con 
vict  unless  they  are  fully  satisfied  that  he  has  proved  his  inno- 
cence." 

Wharton,  in  his  work  on  American  Criminal  Law,  §  707,  says  : 
'*  The  principle  may  be  broadly  stated  that  when  the  defendant 
relies  on  no  separate,  distinct  and  independent  fact,  but  confines 
his  defense  to  the  original  transaction  on  which  the  charge  is 
founded,  with  its  accompanying  circumstances,  the  burden  of 
proof  continues  throughout  with  the  prosecution." 

The  same  doctrine  is  held  in  Massachusetts  in  all  criminal  cases, 
except  homicides.  In  Com,  v.  McKie,  1  Gray,  61,  it  is  distinctly  and 
clearly  announced,  and  the  distinction  betwixt  cases  of  homicide 
and  other  criminal  cases  recognized.  No  such  distinction,  how- 
ever, has  obtained  in  this  State,  and  there  can  bo  no  good  reason 
why  it  should  prevail  anywhere.  A  distinction  between  felonies 
and  misdemeanors  throwing  the  burden  of  proof  on  a  defendant 
indicted  for  a  misdemeanor,  to  establish  his  justification  or  excuse 
after  the  State  has  made  a  prima  fa^ie  case  against  him,  would 
certainly  be  more  reasonable  and  more  in  consonance  with  the 
merciful  maxims  in  favor  of  life  and  liberty  than  that  which  is 
recognized  in  Massachusetts.  The  higher  the  grade  of  the  oflFense 
the  stronger  the  reason  why  the  burden  of  proof  should  remain  upon 
the  State  throughout. 

In  The  Com,  v.  York,  0  Mete.  122;  Com.  v.  Knapp,  10  Pick. 
484,  and  Com,  v.  Webster,  5  Cush.  295,  it  was  held  that  when 
one  kills  another  it  devolves  upon  the  defendant,  when  the 
SUte  has  proved  that  he  was  the  slayer,  to  establish  circumstances 
of  justification  by  such  evidence  as  will  outweigh   or  overbalance 
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the  evidence  which  it  is  brought  to  control,  while  in  all  other 
criminal  cases  a  different  rule  is  applied.  It  is  conceded  in  that 
case,  and  in  fact  all  the  cases  which  we  have  examined,  that  the 
burden  is  not  shifted  by  proof  of  voluntary  killing  when  there  is 
excuse  or  justification  apparent  on  the  proof  offered  in  support  ol 
the  prosecution,  or  arising  out  of  the  circumstances  attending  the 
homicide.  As  stated  by  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  York's  case,  **  when  the 
fact  of  voluntary  homicide  is  shown,  and  this  is  not  accompanied 
with  any  fact  of  excuse  or  extenuation,  malice  is  infeiTcd  from  the 
act;  this  is  a  fact  which  may  be  controlled  by  proof,  but  the  proof 
of  it  lies  on  the  defendant,  and  if  not  so  proved,  it  cannot  be  taken 
into  judicial  consideration."  In  Cam,  v.  McKie,  supra,  Bigelow,  J., 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  observed  :  "  But  can  the  gov- 
ernment in  such  a  case,  on  proving  simply  the  injury  to  the  person, 
rest  their  case,  and  call  on  defendant  to  assume  the  burden  of 
proof  and  satisfy  the  jury  that  it  was  accidental,  or  else  submit  to 
a  conviction?  If  so,  then  a  criminal  charge  can  always  be  shown 
by  proving  part  of  a  transaction,  and  the  burden  of  proof  can  be 
shifted  upon  the  defendant  by  a  careful  management  of  the  case 
on  the  part  of  the  government,  so  as  to  withhold  that  part  of  the 
proof  which  may  bear  in  his  favor."  That  was  an  indictment 
against  McKie  for  assault  and  battery,  and  the  observations  and 
reasoning  of  the  learned  judge  would  apply  with  equal  force  to  a 
case  of  homicide  where  the  distinction  in  that  respect,  between 
cases  of  homicide  and  other  criminal  cases,  does  not  prevail  as  in 
Massachusetts. 

The  State's  interest  is  not  promoted  by  the  conviction  and  pun- 
ishment of  any  of  her  citizens  for  crimes  of  which  they  are  inno- 
cent, and  it  is  as  much  the  duty  of  those  who  represent  her  to 
protect  the  innocent  as  to  convict  the  guilty.  If  the  Massachusetti 
doctrine  in  regard  to  homicide  be  correct,  the  prosecuting  attorney 
has  but  to  introduce  those  witnesses  who  saw  nothing  to  justify  tho 
defendant,  to  throw  the  burden  of  proving  his  innocence  upon  tlio 
defendant,  and  impose  upon  him  the  duty  of  proving  by  a  pre- 
ponderance of  evidence,  as  in  civil  cases,  the  facts  he  relies  upon 
for  justification  or  excuse.  This  is  "  the  careful  management  of  a 
case  on  the  part  of  the  government "  by  which  the  burden  is  shifted 
in  Massachusetts  in  prosecutions  for  homicide. 

The  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  reasonable  doubt  of 
his  guilt  on  the  whole  case,  not  only  lus  to  whether  the  case  mado 
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by  the  State  is  open  to  reasonable  doubt,  but  if  the  evidence  foi 
the  State  he  clear,  and,  in  the  absence  of  other  evidence,  conclu- 
sive, still  if  the  evidence  adduced  by  the  accused,  whether  it  estab- 
lishes the  facts  relied  upon  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence  or  not, 
creates  a  reasonable  doubt  of  his  guilt  in  the  minds  of  the  jury,  he 
is  entitled  to  an^'acquittal.  At  no  stage  of  the  trial  does  he  stand 
asserting  his  innocence.  The  authorities  for  this  proposition  are 
numerous.  All  the  Massachusetts  cases  before  cited,  except  those 
which  were  prosecutions  for  homicides,  fully  sustain  it  To  the 
same  effect  is  Tweedy  v.  The  State,  5  Iowa,  433 ;  State  v.  Morphy, 
33  id.  270;  11  Am.  Rep.  122;  32  Iowa,  52;  Stokes  v.  People,  53  N. 
Y.  165;  13  Am.  Rep.  492;  State  v.  Merrick,  19  Me.  400;  StaU  v. 
Flye,  26  id.  312;  Chaffee  v.  U.  S.,  18  Wall.  516;  Wharton's  Am. 
Crim.  Law,  §  707;  Com.  v.  Kimball,  24  Pick.  373;  Com.  v.  Dana,  2 
Mete.  340;  Com.  v.  Bradford,  9  id.  270. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  defendant  was  indicted  for  murder,  charged 
with  having  killed  one  Gamble,  and  the  evidence  was  that  on  the 
10th  of  September,  1876,  the  defendant  and  one  Caldwell  walked 
to  Grand  river  from  Spring  Hill  and  returned  that  evening.  They 
had  both  been  drinking, and  defendant  was  so  drunk  that  Caldwell 
left  him  on  the  road  side  and  proceeded  home.  He  reached  home 
about  dark,  and  deceased,  who  had  been  there  for  him  in  his  absence, 
returned.  They  had  some  conversation  in  regard  to  the  employ- 
ment of  Caldwell  by  deceased  to  work  for  him,  when  Caldwell  said 
he  had  left  defendant  on  the  road  side,  and  had  promised  to  return 
for  him.  Deceased  said  he  would  accompany  him.  Caldwell 
walked  and  deceased  rode  his  horse.  When  they  got  to  defendant, 
deceased  dismounted  and  let  defendant  ride.  They  returned  to 
Spring  Hill  and  went  to  Caldwell's  house.  Defendant  said  he 
would  lie  down  on  the  lounge.  He  had  his  gun  with  him  and 
placed  it  near  the  head  of  the  bed.  Caldwell  and  deceased  were 
outside,  sitting  on  a  porch  which  extended  nearly  across  the  house. 
After  defendant  had  been  lying  down  about  fifteen  minutes,  he  got 
^P?  got  his  gun,  went  to  the  door  with  the  breech  of  the  gun  raised 
as  high  as  his  head,  and  said  to  Caldwell  and  deceased,  *'  God  damn 
you,  if  you  don't  come  into  the  house  and  quit  talking  about  me, 
I  will  mash  you  both  into  the  earth."  The  deceased  said  he  allowed 
no  man  to  draw  a  gun  on  him,  "  and  fired  upon  defendant,  shoot- 
ing him  in  his  privates."  Gamble  was  sitting  when  he  fired,  and 
immediately  defendant  shot  and  killed  him  with  liis  gun.     There 
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was  no  testimony  showing  that  defendant  made  any  attempt  to 

strike  Caldwell  or  deceased  with  the  gun. 

Among  other  instructions,  the  court  gave  the  following  : 

1.  That  if  in  the  month  of  September,  1876,  in  Liyingston 
county,  the  defendant  willfully  shot  and  killed  Henry  Gamble,  the 
jury  will  find  him  guilty  of  murder  in  the  second  degree  and  assess 
his  punishment,  etc. 

3.  If  defendant  shot  and  killed  Gamble,  the  law  presumes  that 
it  is  murder  in  th^  second  degree,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the 
contrary,  and  it  devolves  upon  the  defendant,  Wingo,  to  show, 
from  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  to  the  reasonable  satisfaction  of 
the  jury,  that  he  was  guilty  of  a  less  crime,  or  acted  in  self-defense. 

The  instructions  for  the  accused  were  on  the  theory  of  self-defense. 
There  was  an  instruction  declaring  what  was  a  reasonable  doubt, 
but  no  instruction  that  if  the  jury  had  such  doubt  of  defendant's 
guilt,  he  was  entitled  to  an  acquittal.  Applying  as  tests,  the  prin- 
ciples above  stated,  are  those  instructions  such  as  should  have  been 
given?  We  are  not  inclined  to  seek  for  unsubstantial,  metaphysical 
subtleties,  or  to  indulge  in  hypercriticism  of  instructions  or  rulings 
of  the  trial  courts  to  screen  offenders  from  merited  punishment, 
but  there  are  certain  great  principles  imbedded  in  American  crimi- 
nal jurisprudence  which  secure  a  fair  trial  to  citizens  accused  of 
crime,  and  which,  however  often  invoked  successfully  to  procure 
the  acquittal  of  the  guilty,  cannot  be  ignored  without  imperilling 
the  most  sacred  rights  of  the  citizens.  One  of  tliem  requires  that 
the  State  shall  establish  the  guilt  of  the  accused  beyond  a  reason- 
able doubt.  The  third  instruction  declares  that  if  the  State  prove 
that  defendant  killed  Gamble,  it  devolves  upon  defendant  to  show, 
from  the  evidence,  to  the  reasonable  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  that 
he  was  guilty  of  a  less  crime,  or  acted  in  self-defense.  What  is  its 
meaning?  '*It  lieth  upon  the  party  indicted  to  prove  the  sudden 
quarrel.*'  "Must  prove  his  case  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury." 
"  It  is  incumbent  on  the  prisoner  to  make  out,  etc."  **  The  circum- 
stances are  to  be  satisfactorily  proved  by  the  prisoner."  "  These 
various  expressions,"  says  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  York's  case,  "  we  con- 
sider as  meaning  the  same  thing."  Again  he  says, 'Mt  is  hardly 
necessary  to  cite  autboncies  to  the  very  familiar  principle  that 
when  a  fact  is  to  be  proved,  it  must  be  by  evidence  suflBcient  to 
lead  a  jury  to  believe  it,  and  that  for  this  purpose  it  must  outweigh 
or  overbalance  the  evidence  which  it  is  brought  to  control." 
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We  think  that  he  was  correct  in  stating  that  these  various  expres- 
sions mean  the  same  thing,  and,  if  so,  the  third  instruction  shifts  the 
burden  upon  defendant  to  prove  his  innocence.  It  must  be  borne 
in  mind  that  a  declaration  that,  if  the  State  has  made  out  fk  prima 
facte  case,  it  devolves  upon  the  defendant  to  adduce  evidence  to 
repel  it,  is  very  different  in  substance  and  effect  from  one  which 
declares  that  he  shall  establish  the  facts  upon  which  he  relies  as  a 
justification  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury — or  by  a  preponderance 
of  evidence,  for  they  are  identical  in  meaning^  The  difference  is 
as  to  the  amount  of  evidence.  We  are  not  without  authority  in 
support  of  this  proposition. 

In  the  Cofn.  v.  McKie,  supra,  the  defendant  was  indicted  for  an 
assault  and  battery,  and  the  trial  court  instructed  the  jury  'Hhat 
the  burden  of  proof  was  on  the  government  to  satisfy  the  jury  that 
defendant  did  strike  Eaton  with  a  dangerous  weapon,  in  the  man- 
ner alleged  in  the  indictment,  and  that,  if  the  government  fmled 
in  this,  they  should  acquit  the  prisoner,  but  that  if  this  Was 
proved  beyond  a  reasonable  doUbt,  the  burden  was  then  on  the 
defendant  to  satisfy  the  jury  of  the  justification,  to  wit  :  the  spit- 
ting in  the  face  of  the  defendant,  which  was  the  only  justification 
contended  for  or  relied  upon,  and  if  the  jury  were  not  satisfied  of 
the  fact  relied  upon  for  a  justification,  but  were  satisfied  that  the 
government  had  made  out  the  allegation  in  the  indictment,  their 
verdict  must  be  against  the  defendant." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  held  this  an  erroneous 
instruction,  and  Bigelow,  J., speaking  for  the  court,  said  :  "How- 
ever the  rule  may  be  in  cases  where  the  defendant  sets  up,  in  answer 
to  a  criminal  charge,  some  separate,  distinct  and  independent  fact 
or  series  of  facts,  not  immediately  connected  with  and  growing  out 
of  the  transaction  on  which  the  criminal  charge  is  founded,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  in  a  case  like  the  present  the  burden  of  proof 
remains  on  the  government  throughout  to  satisfy  the  jury  of  the 
guilt  of  the  defendant."  In  other  words,  the  court  held  that  the 
instruction  shifted  the  burden  of  proof  on  the  defendant,  and  was, 
for  that  reason,  erroneous. 

In  the  State  v.  Porter,  34  Iowa,  139,  the  jury  was  instructed  ua 
follows  :  "  If  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  killed 
or  caused  the  death  of  John  Porter,  and  if  you  further  find  that  he 
was  acting  in  self-defense  in  so  doing,  it  will  be  your  duty  to  acquit 
him  ;  or  if  you  find  that  Porter  attacked  the  defendant,  and  that 
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the  defendant  only  used  such  force  as  was  necessary  to  repel  the 
assault,  he  would  not  be  guilty  as  charged,  even  if  death  did  result 
therefrom.  If,  however,  you  find  that  the  defendant  inflicted  the 
blow  upon  the  deceased  that  caused  his  death,  then  the  burden  of 
proof  is  upon  the  defendant  to  show  that  he  did  it  in  self-defense." 
Day,  J.,  speaking  for  the  court,  said  :  **  The  instruction  is  clearly 
erroneous.  Proof  is  the  result  of  evidence.  No  fact  can  legally 
be  said  to  be  proved  unless  it  is  established  by  at  least  a  preponder- 
ance of  evidence.  The  party  upon  whom  rests  the  burden  of  proof 
must  establish  the  fact  respecting  which  the  burden  is  cast  upon 
him,  by  at  least  a  preponderance  of  evidence." 

Again,  ''  Under  the  rule  laid  down,  the  defendant  must  establish, 
hj  a  preponderance  of  evidence,  that  he  acted  in  self-defense,  or 
the  jury  would  bo  required  to  find  him  guilty  ;  whereas,  he  is  en- 
titled to  an  acquittal  if  he  shows  by  the  facts  attending  the  com- 
mission of  the  offense,  proved  either  by  himself  or  the  State,  that 
there  is  reasonable  doubt  that  his  act  was  willful.  The  rule  is  dif- 
ferent where  the  matter  of  defense  is  wholly  disconnected  from  the 
body  of  the  offense." 

In  the  State  v.  Merrick^  19  Me.  401,  Weston,  J.,  speaking  for 
the  court,  said  :  *'  When,  by  opposing  testimony,  reasonable  doubt 
is  thrown  upon  a  prima  facie  case  of  guilt,  it  can  no  longer  be  said 
that  the  party  accused  is  proved  guilty  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 
The  jury  are  to  judge  upon  the  effect  of  the  testimony  taken  to- 
gether. It  was  in  our  judgment  too  strong  to  instruct  the  jury 
that  they  must  convict  the  accused,  unless  he  had  proved,  to  their 
reasonable  satisfaction,  that  he  came  by  the  sheep  otherwise  than 
by  stealing." 

In  the  State  v.  Flye,  26  Me.  312,  defendant  was  indicted  for 
forging  an  order,  and  the  court  instructed  the  jury  '^  that  if  it  was 
proved  that  the  order  came  into  the  hands  of  defendant  unaltered, 
and  came  out  of  his  hands  altered,  the  burden  was  on  the  defend- 
ant to  prove  that  he  did  not  alter  it."  The  court  said,  Tenney, 
J. :  "  By  the  instruction,  the  fact  of  the  alteration  between  the 
time  when  the  order  came  into  the  defendant's  hands  and  when  it 
came  out»  threw  a  burden  on  to  the  defendant.  What  was  that 
burden  P  It  was  not  merely  to  give  such  an  explanation  as  would 
raise  a  reasonable  doubt  of  his  guilt,  or  even  to  render  it  probable 
that  he  did  not  alter  it ;  but  to  establish  as  a  fact,  a  truth,  a  real- 
ly, that  he  did  not  do  it"    The  court  held  that  the  instruction 
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was  erroneous,  and  said:  *'The  prosecuting  party  is  bound  to 
make  out  his  case,  in  civil  proceedings,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
jury  and  in  criminal,  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  The  burden  of 
proof  does  not  shift  from  the  party  upon  whom  it  was  originally 
thrown,  upon  the  production  of  evidence  by  him  sufficient  to  make 
out  2k  prima  facie  case.  But  when  the  other  party  relies  upon  facts 
to  establish  another  and  distinct  proposition,  without  attempting 
to  impugn  the  truth  of  the  evidence  against  him,  it  is  otherwise.  K 
the  result  of  the  case  depends  upon  the  establishment  of  the  propo- 
sition of  the  one  on  whom  the  burden  was  first  cast,  the  burden 
remains  with  him  throughout,  though  the  weight  of  evidenQS  may 
have  shifted  from  one  side  to  the  other,  according  as  each  may 
have  adduced  fresh  proof."  Again,  "There  is  a  wide  distinction 
between  a  requirement  in  a  criminal  prosecution  that  the  accused 
shall  prove  his  innocence  where  a  presumption  is  raised  against 
him,  and  the  necessity  of  explaining  in  some  degree  the  fact  on 
which  that  presumption  rests." 

Here  it  may  be  remarked  that  the  State  never  makes  other  than 
prima  facie  case  before  the  evidence  for  the  defense  is  heard.  "No 
matter  how  positive  and  direct  the  testimony  may  be,  it  is  still  but 
2kprima  facie  case. 

Cliaffee  v.  United  States,  18  Wall.  617,  was  an  action  of  debt  for 
a  statutory  penalty,  and  Field,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  court, 
commenting  upon  the  instruction  given,  to  which  exceptions  were 
taken, said:  '*  The  purport  of  all  this  was  to  tell  the  jury  that  although 
the  defendants  must  be  proved  guilty  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  yet, 
if  the  government  had  made  out  a  prima  facie  case  against  them, 
not  one  free  from  all  doubt,  but  one  which  discloses  circumstances 
requiring  explanation,  and  the  defendants  did  not  explain,  the 
perplexing  question  of  their  guilt  need  not  disturb  the  minds  of 
the  jurors;  their  silence  supplied  in  the  presumptions  of  the  law 
that  full  proof  which  should  dispel  all  reasonable  doubt.  In  other 
words,  the  court  instructed  the  jury  in  substance,  that  the  govern- 
ment need  only  prove  that  the  defendant  was  presumptively  guilty, 
and  the  duty  thereupon  devolved  upon  them  to  establish  their  inno- 
cence, and  if  they  did  not,  they  were  guilty  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt.  We  do  not  think  it  at  all  necessary  to  go  into  any  argu- 
ment to  show  the  error  of  this  instruction.  The  error  is  palpable 
on  its  statement.  All  the  authorities  condemn  it  The  instruc- 
tion sets  at  naaght  established  principles,  and  justifies  the  criticism. 
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of  coanse],  that  it  substantially  withdrew  from  defendant  their 
constitutional  right  to  a  trial  by  jury,  and  converted  what  at  law 
was  intended  for  their  protection,  the  right  to  refuse  to  testify, 
into  the  machinery  for  their  sure  destruction."  He  cites  in  sup- 
port of  the  views  of  the  court.  Doty  v.  The  State,  7  Blackf,  427; 
State  V.  Flye,  26  Me.  312;  Com.  v.  McKiey  1  Gray,  61. 

The  instruction  condemned  in  the  several  cases  above  cited  are 
in  substance  identical  with  the  third  instruction  for  the  State  in 
the  case  at  bar,  and  we  think  the  court  erred  in  giving  it,  especially 
as  there  was  no  instruction  declaring  to  the  jury  that  if  they  had  a 
reasonable  doubt  of  his  guilt,  on  the  whole  case,  they  should  acquit 
the  prisoner. 

The  first  instruction  should  have  been  qualified.  The  evidence 
for  the  State  raised  a  question  as  to  whether  the  defendant  made  an 
assault  upon  deceased,  which  justified  the  deceased  in  shooting 
him,  and  whether  defendant  was  acting  in  self-defense  when  he 
shot  the  deceased;  and  all  the  cases  hold  that,  when  that  is  so,  an 
unqualified  instruction,  such  as  we  are  considering,  should  not  be 
given. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded. 

All  concur.    Nobton,  J.,  and  Hough,  J.,  concur  in  the  result. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Ex  PARTE  Keito. 

<66   Mo.  266.) 

Pardon  —  revocation. 


A.  pardon,  properly  attested,  authenticated,  and  delivered,  Is  irrevocable; 
delivery  to  the  person  suing  for  it  is  effectual  ;*  and  it  is  not  void  although 
not  registered  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  State,  where  all  official  acts 
of  the  governor  are  required  by  law  to  be  registered. 

TJABEAS  CORPUS.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

Ewing  dt  Pope,  for  petitioner. 

J,  L.  Smithy  attorney-general,  for  respondent. 

n 1^ 1 — T-^ 

*  See  In  re  Bdj/moin,  8  How.  Pr.  478. 
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Norton,  J.  This  is  a  proceeding  by  habeas  corpus,  on  the  part  of 
John  Reno,  who  alleges  in  his  petition  that,  on  the  16th  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1868,  he  was  convicted  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Daviess  county 
of  burglary  and  larceny,  and  his  punishment  assessed  at  twenty-five 
years'  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary;  that  he  is  now  confined 
in  said  penitentiary  by  the  warden  thereof,  under  said  judgment 
and  commitment ;  that  on  the  8th  day  of  January,  1873,  his  sen- 
tence and  punishment  was  commuted  to  ten  yeara'  imprisonment 
by  B.  Gratz  Brown,  the  then  governor  ;  that  he  has  served  out  his 
commuted  sentence  of  ten  years,  and  is  entitled  to  his  discharge, 
but  that,  notwithstanding  this  fact,  ho  is  still  detained  by  James 
R.  Willis,  the  warden,  in  confinement  in  said  prison,  who  refuses 
to  discharge  him. 

To  the  writ  issued  on  the  petition,  the  said  Willis  makes  return 
and  admits  that  he  holds  said  Reno  in  custody  by  virtue  of  the 
judgment  and  sentence  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Daviess  county, 
sentencing  him  to  twenty-five  years*  imprisonment  from  the  16th 
day  of  January,  1868,  but  denies  that  said  sentence  has  been 
commuted  as  alleged,  and  denies  that  petitioner  is  entitled  to  his 
discharge. 

Petitioner  filed  his  plea  of  commutation,  which  sets  out  the 
original  pardon,  signed  by  Governor  Brown,  as  tlie  ground  upon 
which  he  claims  his  discharge.  This  we  shall  treat  as  an  answer 
to  the  return,  and  shall  consider  the  replication  filed  thereto  as 
making  up  the  issues  in  the  case. 

In  reply  it  is  admitted  that  the  then  acting  governor,  B.  Gratz 
Brown,  on  the  8th  of  January,  1873,  issued  a  paper  attached  to  the 
plea,  but  it  is  denied  that  it  had  the  effect  to  commute  the  pun- 
ishment of  petitioner  from  twenty-five  years  to  ten  years. 

Ist.  Because  it  was  never  delivered  ; 

2d.  Because  it  was  never  registered  in  the  office  of  the  secre- 
tary of  State  ; 

3d.  Because  the  condition,  requiring  it  to  be  registered  in  said 
office,  was  never  complied  with,  and  it  was  never  entered  on  the 
prison  records; 

4th.  Because  said  pardon  or  commutation  was  revoked  by  Gov- 
ernor Woodson,  the  successor  of  Brown. 

It  may  be  observed,  as  preliminary  to  the  consideration  of  these 
questions,  that  a  pardon  or  commutation  is  a  mere  matter  of  grace, 
and  until  this  act  of  clemency  is  fully  performed,  neither  benefit 
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Dor  rights  can  be  claimed  under  it.     Simple  intention  on  the  part 
of  the  executive  to  bestow  a  pardon  confers  no  right,  and  is  per- 
fectly nugatory  until  the  intention  may  be  said  to  be  fully  com- 
pleted.    This  intention  may  be  said  to  be  fully  completed  when  the 
pardon  is  signed  by  the  executive,  properly  attested,  authenticated 
by  the  seal  of  the  State,  and  delivered,  either  to  the  person  who  is 
the  subject  of  the  favor,  or  to  some  one  acting  for  him,  or  on  his 
behalf.    Whenever  these  things  are  done,  the  grantee,  or  donee  of 
the  favor,  becomes  entitled  as  a  matter  of  right  to  all  the  benefits 
and  immunities  it  confers,  and  of  which  he  cannot  be  deprived  by 
revocation  or  recall.     Commonwealth  v.  Halloway^  44  Penn.  St 
i^l8.    If  these  are  correct  principles  governing  such  cases,  and  we 
"think  they  are,  the  application  of  them  to  the  evidence  in  this  case 
"will  render  the  solution  of  the  questions  presented  for  our  determi- 
nation free  from  diflBculty. 

It  is  not  pretended  that  the  commutation,  reducing  the  punish- 
ment of  petitioner  from  twenty-five  to  ten  years,  was  procured  by 
fraudulent  or  corrupt  practices.  On  the  contrary,  Governor  Brown 
testifies  that  he  was  induced  to  issue  it  from  the  conclusion  which 
he  had  reached  after  much  consideration,  that  ten  years'  imprison- 
ment was  a  sufficient  punishment  in  any  case  where  the  party  was 
sentenced  for  an  offense  committed  against  property.  That  he 
intended  to  issue  the  pardon,  and  in  point  of  fact  did  issue  it,  is 
clear  beyond  controversy,  and  indeed,  stands  admitted  in  the 
pleadings. 

Was  it  delivered  by  him  to  the  prisoner  or  any  one  for  him  f 
We  think  the  evidence  shows  that  it  was.  Governor  Brown  testi- 
fies that  on  the  morning  of  the  last  day  of  his  term  of  office,  when 
he  went  to  his  office,  he  found  persons  there  to  remind  and  urge 
anew  the  matter  of  Reno's  pai'don ;  that  he  went  to  the  office  of 
the  secretary  of  State,  got  a  pardon  in  the  usual  form  filled  in, 
with  the  exception  of  the  term  and  the  name,  took  it  to  his  office, 
and,  after  some  little  further  thought,  inserted  the  name  and  the 
reduction  of  his  term  of  imprisonment  to  ten  years,  and  handed 
the  paper  to  one  of  the  parties  present  in  the  ante-room,  stating 
that  it  must  be  inscribed  at  the  prison,  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
secretary  of  State  before  twelve  o'clock,  or  he  should  consider  it 
invalid,  as  he  would  be  out  of  office  at  that  hour.  Now,  it  is  im- 
possible for  the  mind  to  resist  the  conclusion  that  the  person,  to 
whom  the  pardon  was  delivered,  was  acting  for  and  on  behalf  of 
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Reno.  If  80,  the  delivery  was  complete,  and  the  right  of  Bene  to 
the  benefits  it  bestowed  became  fully  established.  But  the  delivery 
is  further  shown  by  the  evidence  of  Bradbury,  who  was  a  deputy 
warden  of  the  prison  on  the  8th  of  January,  1873,  and  who  swears 
that,  in  the  evening  of  that  day,  he  saw  the  commutation  in  the 
hands  of  Dougherty,  the  warden,  who  directed  his  clerk  Haly  to 
make  an  entry  of  it  on  the  prison  records;  that  the  clerk,  there- 
upon, with  the  paper  before  him  lying  on  the  table,  made  the  fol- 
lowing entiry  opposite  the  name  of  Reno,  "  commuted  from  twenty- 
five  ylars  to  ten  :"  that  he  was  looking  over  the  shoulders  of  the 
clerk  and  saw  him  make  the  entry  ;  that  about  one  month  after- 
ward he  examined  the  prison  records  and  found  that  the  entry  had 
been  erased,  and  that  afterward  he  found  that  part  of  the  leaf  on 
which  it  was  made  entirely  torn  off. 

Thompson,  who  was  the  prison  physician,  testifies  that  on  the 
morning  of  the  8th  of  January,  1873,  about  11  o'clock,  Dougherty, 
the  warden,  told  him  that  Reno's  sentence  had  been  commuted  to 
ten  years,  and  handed  him  an  official  envelope  from  the  secretaiy 
of  State's  office;  that  he  took  it  out  of  the  envelope;  that  it  had 
upon  it  the  seal  of  the  State  a-nd  the  signature  of  the  governor; 
that  he  did  not  read  it,  but  accepted  the  statement  of  Dougherty 
as  to  what  it  was. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  pardon,  after  it  passed  from  the  hands 
of  Governor  Brown,  was  delivered  to  the  warden,  Dougherty,  who, 
as  the  evidence  shows,  was  the  customary  recipient  of  such  papers, 
in  an  official  envelope  from  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  State,  on 
the  morning  of  the  day  it  issued,  and  that  it  was  entered  on  the 
prison  records  in  the  afternoon  of  that  day.  The  subsequent  eras- 
ure of  this  entry  and  mutilation  of  the  record,  by  tearing  off  so 
much  of  it  as  contained  the  entry,  .cannot  affect  the  previously 
invested  rights  of  Reno,  but  would  justly  consign  the  parties  who 
were  engaged  in  it  to  the  incarceration  and  punishment  which  they 
must  have  intended  thereby  to  continue  and  perpetuate  on  Reno. 
The  evidence  also  establishes  the  fact  that  the  custom  was,  where 
a  pardon  was  granted,  to  deliver  it  to  the  warden,  who  made,  on 
receiving  it,  the  appropriate  entry  opposite  the  convict's  name. 
The  person  to  whom  Governor  Brown  handed  the  pardon  w„.. 
authorized  to  deliver  it  to  the  warden,  for  he  testifies  that  he  said 
it  must  be  inscribed  on  the  prison  records,  and  expressed  the  opin- 
ion that  it  should  be  done  by  12  o'clock,  as,  after  that  time,  he 
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Tould  cease  to  be  governor.  A  delivery  of  the  pardon,  under  the 
circumstances  in  proof,  is,  prima  facie^  equivalent  to  delivery,  or  is 
constructive  delivery  to  the  prisoner.     44  Penn.  St,  supra. 

It  is,  however,  insisted  that  the  pardon  is  void,  because  there 
was  no  entry  made  of  it  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  State,  who 
is  required  to  keep  a  register  of  the  official  acts  of  the  governor. 
It  would  be  establishing  a  hard  and  unreasonable  rule  to  declare 
that  the  mere  omission  of  the  secretary  of  State,  to  enter  in  his 
register  that  the  governor  had  granted  a  pardon,  would  render 
void  a  parfon  which  was  intended  to  be  issued,  and  was  in  fact 
issued  and  delivered.  The  pardon  in  question  on  its  face  shows 
that  it  was  the  official  act  of  Governor  Brown,  that  he  had  a  right 
to  act  on  the  subject  to  which  it  related,  and  that,  in  the  action 
taken  by  him,  he  did  not  go  beyondthe  scope  of  his  power.  The 
omission  of  the  secretary  to  make  an  entry  of  the  official  act  of  the 
governor  in  granting  a  pardon  would  not  have  the  effect  to  make 
void  the  pardon,  any  more  than  an  entry  made  by  him  in  his  regis- 
ter that  the  governor  had  granted  a  pardon  would  impart  validity 
to  it,  when,  in  fact,  no  such  pardon  had  ever  been  granted. 
Besides,  the  prisoner  had  no  authority  or  control  over  the  secretary 
of  State  in  regard  to  the  performance  of  his  duties.  The  principle 
announced  above,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  secretary's  failure  to  enter 
the  act  of  the  governor  in  his  register,  is  analogous  to  that 
declared  in  the  case  of  Scruggs  v.  Scruggs,  41  Mo.  242,  where  it 
was  held  that  the  omission  of  the  clerk  to  make  the  proper  entry 
on  his  record  as  to  the  acknowledgment  of  a  sheriff's  deed,  would 
not  impair  its  validity,  nor  prevent  the  transmission  of  title  under 
it.  The  power  of  the  governor  to  grant  pardons  and  commuta- 
tions is  in  nowise  dependent  upon  any  entry  which  the  law  requires 
the  secretary  of  State  to  make,  nor  upon  any  required  to  be  made 
by  the  warden.  The  former  requirement  may  be  regarded  aa 
intended  to  preserve  the  evidence  of  the  official  acts  of  the  gov. 
emor,  and  the  latter  as  designed  to  protect  the  warden  in  discharg- 
ing a  prisoner,  who  is  the  recipient  of  executive  clemency.  The 
power  of  the  executive  in  this  case  was  derived  from  the  6th  sec- 
tion, article  5,  of  the  Constitution  of  1865,  which  provides  that, 
"The  governor  shall  have  the  power  to  grant  reprieves,  commuta- 
tionsand  pardons  after  conviction  for  all  offenses,  except  treason 
and  cases  of  impeachment,  upon  such  conditions  and  with  such 
restrictions  and  limitations  as  he  may  think  proper,  subject  to  such 
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regulations  as  may  be  provided  by  law  relative  to  the  macner  of 
applying  for  pardons.  He  shall,  at  each  session  of  the  general 
assembly,  communicate  to  that  body  each  case  of  reprieve,  commu- 
tation or  pardon  granted;  stating  the  name  of  the  convict,  the 
crime  of  which  he  was  convicted,  the  sentence  and  its  date,  the 
date  of  the  pardon,  commutation  or  reprieve,  and  the  reasons  for 
granting  the  same." 

It  might,  with  the  same  show  of  reasoning,  be  contended  that 
the  failure  of  the  governor  to  report  the  fact  of  a  pardon,  the 
name  of  the  convict,  etc.,  to  the  general  assembly,  would  authorize 
the  recapture  and  re-imprisonment  of  the  prisoner,  who  had  been 
discharged  by  virtue  of  a  pardon,  and  subject  the  warden  to  prose- 
cution for  allowing  an  escape,  as  to  contend  that  the  omission  of 
the  secretary  to  record  in  his  office  the  fact  that  a  pardon  had  been 
granted,  would  render  void  an  act  of  the  governor,  which  he  had 
the  full  power  to  perform,  independent  of  the  question  whether  it 
was,  or  was  not,  recorded. 

It  is  objected  that  the  entry  of  the  pardon,  in  the  office  of  the 
secretary  of  State,  was  one  of  the  conditions  on  which  it  was 
granted,  and,  not  being  complied  with,  rendered  it  void.  While 
the  governor  may  grant  a  pardon  on  conditions,  such  conditions  to 
be  operative  should  appear  on  the  face  of  the  paper.  It  is  also 
insisted  that  the  pardon  in  question  was  revoked  by  Governor 
Woodson,  who  succeeded  Brown,  and  that  proof  thereof  is  to  be 
found  in  the  following  receipt  of  W.  H.  Dougherty,  the  warden, 
viz.: 

**  Received  from  Eugene  F.  Weigel,  secretary  of  State,  a  letter 
marked  '  important/ containing  peremptory  instructions  from  Silas 
Woodson,  governor  of  Missouri,  concerning  a  pardon,  or  other 
documents  issued  from  the  executive  department,  or  secretary 
of  State's  office,  of  date,  prior  to  January  11th,  1873,  and  not  yet 
presented  to  me,  at  Vi-Ao  a.  m.,  this  January  11th,  1873. 

W.  H.  Dougherty,  Warden.'' 

If  the  purpose  of  me  document  referred  to  in  the  receipt  was  to 
revoke  the  commutation  of  Reno's  sentence,  it  does  not  so  appear, 
for  no  mention  in  terms  is  made  of  it.  Its  effect,  according  to  the 
receipt,  was  to  revoke  only  such  pardons  or  documents  as  had  not, 
up  to  the  11th  of  January,  1873,  been  presented  to  the  warden. 
It  cannot,  therefore,  have  the  effect  which  is  claimed  for  it,  because 
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the  commutation  of  Reno  had,  three  days  prior  thereto,  on  the  8th 
of  Jannary,  been  presented  and  acted  on  by  said  warden.  The 
case  of  3ioses  De  Puy,  reported  in  3  Benedict's  D.  C.  R.  307,  to 
which  we  have  been  cited,  has  no  application.  The  principle  thei*© 
decided  was  that  to  make  a  pardon  a  completed  act,  there  must  be 
a  delivery  of  it  to  the  prisoner,  or  some  one  for  him,  and  that,  until 
this  is  done,  the  pardon  is  revocable.  The  correctness  of  these 
declarations  are  undisputed  by  us. 

The  case  in  44  Penn.  St,  supra,  and  the  case  of  StcUe  v.  Leak,  5 
Ind.  359,  to  which  we  have  been  cited,  do  not  apply,  the  pardon  in 
both  cases  having  been  declared  void,  because  they  were  procured 
by  fraud  and  forgery. 

We  have  already  shown,  that  in  the  case  before  us  there  is  no 
pretense  of  fraud  in  the  procurement  of  the  commutation.  The 
prisoner  having  served  out  the  full  term  to  which  his  sentence  was 
commuted,  his  further  imprisonment  is  illegal.  He  is  entitled  to 
a  discharge  from  the  imprisonment  of  which  he  complains,  and  he 
is,  therefore,  by  the  judgment  of  this  court,  discharged  therefrom. 

All  the  judges  concurring,  except  Hough,  J.,  not  sitting. 

Discharged. 


Dritt  v.  Snodgrass. 

(06  Mo.  280.) 

Schools — p&ioera  of  se/iool  directors  to  make  rides  —  maliee. 

Under  a  statute  authoriziDg  school  directors  to  make  and  enforce  all  needful 
rales  and  regulations  for  the  government,  management  and  control  of  the 
schools,  not  inconsistent  with  the  laws  of  the  land,  school  directors  made  a 
rale  that  no  pupil  should,  during  the  school  term,  attend  a  social  party,  and 
expelled  the  plaintiff  for  a  violation  of  that  rule  by  permission  of  his  parents. 
In  an  action  for  damages  for  such  expulsion,  held,  that  the  directors  had 
exceeded  their  powers,  but  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  malice,  willfulness  or 
oppression,  they  were  not  liable.* 

AC'TION  for  damages  for  wrongful  expulsion  from    11  public 
school.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 


*  See  Ferrtter  v.  Tyler  (48  Vt.  444),  21  Am.  Hep.  133. 
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Bice  i&  Walker,  with  /.  i.  Smithy  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Draffen  &  Williams,  with  James  E,  Hazel,  for  defendants  in 
error. 

Hekry,  J.  The  cause  was  commenced  and  final  judgment 
entered  upon  demurrer  to  second  amended  petition  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Moniteau  county,  Missouri.  The  record  consists  of  the 
second  amended  petition,  the  separate  demurrer  of  Snodgrass  and 
Bedmond,  and  the  separate  demurrer  of  Frederick,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  upon  the  demurrers. 

The  petition  avers  that  Joseph  F.  Dritt  is  a  minor,  under  21 
years  of  age  —  that  John  B.  Dritt  was  appointed  his  next  friend 
by  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  said  county;  hence  this  suit 
is  prosecuted  to  the  use  of  Joseph  F.  Dritt,  by  his  next  friend, 
John  B.  Dritt.  The  petition  further  avers  that  prior  to  the  accru- 
ing of  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  the  town  of  Tipton,  in  said 
county,  had  been  duly  incorporated,  and  a  plat  thereof  filed  and 
duly  recorded  in  the  recorder's  office  of  said  county;  and  that  prior 
to  the  accruing  of  plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  by  virtue  of  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  Missouri  authorizing  cities,  towns  and  villages  to 
organize  for  school  purposes,  the  said  town  of  Tipton  was  organ- 
ized as  a  single  school  district,  and  that  it  has  been  to  this  date  an 
acting  organization  as  such;  that  on,  to  wit,  the  20th  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1875,  and  for  a  long  time  prior  and  since  that  date,  the 
defendants,  Isaac  Snodgrass  and  William  Redmond,  together  with 
four  other  jHjrsons,  each  of  whom,  then  being  citizens  and  electoi's 
within  said  school  district,  were  duly  elected  and  qualified  school 
directors  witliin  said  school  district,  and  that  they  were  for  the 
period  aforesaid  the  school  directors  of  said  school  district;  that 
the  said  school  directors,  by  virtue  of  the  power  and  authority  in 
them  vested  by  law,  had,  prior  to  the  date  last  aforesaid,  established 
in  said  school  district  a  school  for  the  education  of  all  the  white 
children  residing  therein,  between  the  ages  of  five  and  twenty-one 
years,  and  had  employed,  as  the  teacher  of  said  school,  the  defend- 
ant, P.  A.  Frederick,  and  that  the  said  P.  A,  Frederick  was  a 
legally  qualified  teacher  to  teach  said  school;  that  for  a  long  period 
of  time  prior  and  subsequent  to  the  date  last  aforesaid,  the  said 
Bchool  was  in  session  with  the  said  P.  A.  Frederick  as  teacher 
therein,  for  the  purpose  of  the  instruction  and  education  of  the 
youth  aforesaid  within  said  school  district,  in  the  branches  of  edu- 
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cation  then  being  taught  in  said  school,  to  wit:  reading,  writing, 
spelling,  orthography,  grammar,  geography,  arithmetic  and  history; 
that  at  the  date  last  aforesaid,  and  during  all  the  time  subsequent 
thereto  to  tliis  date,  plaintiff  has  resided  in  said  school  district ; 
that  he  was  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  and  is  now,  over  five  and 
under  twenty-one  years  of  age;  and  that  he  was  then  and  is  now^ 
under  the  law,  entitled  to  attend  said  school  as  a  pupil,  and  be 
instructed  in  the  various  branches  of  education  then  and  there 
being  taught  in  said  school;  that  prior  to  the  date  aforesaid,  and 
for  a  long  period  of  time,  and  up  to  the  said  20th  day  of  January, 
1875.  he  was  a  regular  pupil  and  scholar  in  said  school,  and  received 
instruction  in  the  various  branches  of  education  aforesaid ;  that 
under  the  law  of  the  State  he  had  a  right  to  continue  in  said  school 
as  a  pupil,  and  that  it  was  not  only  the  duty  of  the  directors  to 
permit  him  to  attend  said  school  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  but 
to  protect  him  in  so  doing;  that  on,  to  wit,  the  20th  day  of  January, 
1875,  and  while  he  was  a  pupil  of  said  school  and  being  instructed 
in  the  several  branches  of  learning  then  being  taught  therein, 
the  said  Isaac  Snodgrass  and  William  Redmond,  together  with 
the  other  members  of  the  school  board  aforesaid,  and  the  said  P. 
A.  Frederick,  teacher  of  said  school,  not  regarding  their  duties 
aforesaid,  wrongfully,  illegally,  oppressively,  willfully  and  malic- 
iously, and  in  abuse  of  their  authority  as  school  directors  and 
teacher  aforesaid,  did  expel  this  plaintiff  from  said  school  for  the 
following  reasons,  and  none  other,  to  wit :  That  the  said  plaintiff 
did,  pi*evious  to  the  date  aforesaid,  in  the  evening,  after  said 
school  had  been  dismissed  for  the  day,  attend  a  partf  composed  of 
the  young  people  of  said  town,  and  participate  in  the  amusements 
thereof;  that  the  said  board  of  directors  and  teacher  of  said  school 
had  made  a  rule  for  the  government  of  said  school,  prohibiting  the 
scholars  from  attending  such  parties  during  the  continuance  of 
said  school,  and  that  it  was  for  a  violation  of  this  rule  that  he  was  ex- 
pelled ;  that  the  said  party  was  made  up  of  invited  guests,  and 
that  their  conduct  was  strictly  innocent,  inoffensive  and  moral, 
tending  only  to  social  culture  ;  that  plaintiff  was  at  the  time  about 
17  years  of  age,  and  that  he  attended  said  party  with  the  permis- 
sion of  bis  father  and  mother,  with  whom  he  at  the  time  lived  ; 
that  he  had  a  right  to  attend  said  party,  and  that  the  defendants 
had  no  right  or  authority  to  dictate  to  or  control  him  in  the  premises. 
and  that  the  act  aforesaid  of  said  defendants  was  an  abuse  of  any 
Vol.  XXVII  — 44 
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Authority  conferred  upon  them  by  the  laws  of  this  State  ;  that  the 
defendants  have  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  ever  since,  to  this 
date,  prohibited  the  plaintiff  from  attending  said  school,  «7hereby 
the  plaintiff  by  the  illegal,  unlawful,  willful,  oppressive  and  malic- 
ious acts  of  defendants,  has  been  deprived  of  the  benefits  of  said 
school,  and  the  instruction  aforesaid  therein,  and  asks  damages  in 
the  sum  of  $1,000.  The  petition  is  signed  by  Joseph  F.  Dritt,  by 
Bice  and  Smith  his  attorneys. 

The  grounds  of  demurrer  are,  for  Snodgrass  and  Redmond  : 

Ist.  Petition  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action. 

2d.  It  appears  upon  the  face  of  said  petition  that  the  defend* 
ants  were  directors  of  said  school  district,  and  were  invested  with 
discretionary  authority  to  make  and  enforce  all  needful  rules  and 
regulations  for  the  government  and  control  of  said  school,  and 
they  cannot  bo  made  liable  to  plaintiff  under  the  allegations  of  the 
petition. 

3d.  Because  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  petition  that  the 
plaintiff  has  not  legal  capacity  to  sue  by  attorney,  and  he  does  not 
appear  by  next  friend. 

Grounds  of  demurrer  on  the  part  of  Frederick: 

Ist  Petition  docs  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action  against  defendant, 

2d.  It  appears  upon  the  face  of  said  petition  that  the  defendant 
was  the  teacher  in  the  public  school  in  the  town  of  Tipton,  em- 
ployed by  the  board  of  education  of  said  town,  and  as  a  matter  of 
law  he  is  not  liable  to  plaintiff  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition 
— said  school  being  under  the  control  and  management  of  the  board 
of  education,  and  not  of  himself. 

It  appears  on  the  face  of  the  petition  that  plaintiff  had  not  legal 
capacity  to  sue  by  attorney,  and  he  does  not  appear  by  next 
friend. 

The  court  sustained  each  of  said  demurrers,  and  entered  up  final 
judgment  thereon  against  the  plaintiff  for  costs;  whereupon  the 
plaintiff  brings  the  cause  to  this  court  by  writ  of  error. 

By  section  8,  Wagner's  Statute,  page  1264,  it  is  provided,  that 
the  board  of  dii*ectors  '*  shall  have  power  to  make  and  enforce  all 
needful  rules  and  regulations  for  the  government,  management  and 
control  of  such  schools  and  property,  as  they  shall  think  proper, 
80  that  the  same  shall  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  laws  of  the  land, 
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and,  generally,  to  do  all  lawful  acts  wliich  may  be  proper  and  nec- 
essary to  carry  fully  into  effect  the  purposes  of  the  act/'  It  appears 
in  this  case,  from  the  petition,  that  the  directors  had  made  a  rule 
for  the  government  of  said  school,  prohibiting  its  pupils  from  at- 
tending social  parties;  that  the  plaintifif  had  violated  said  rule,  with 
the  consent  of  his  father  and  mother,  and  for  so  doing  was  expelled 
from  the  school,  and  he  seeks  to  recover  damages  against  the 
teacher  and  a  portion  of  the  directors  for  such  expulsion.  Is  tiie 
action  maintainable?  Plaintiff  cites  many  authorities  as  sustaining 
his  position,  and  we  have  carefully  examined  them,  and  also  those 
cited  by  the  defendant,  and  are  fully  satisfied  that  the  weight  of 
authority  is  against  the  plaintiff. 

School  directors  are  elected  by  the  people,  receive  no  compensa* 
tion  for  their  services,  are  not  always,  or  frequently,  men  who  are 
thoroughly  informed  as  to  the  best  modes  of  conducting  schools. 
They  are  authorized,  and  it  is  their  duty,  to  adopt  reasonable  rules 
for  the  government  and  management  of  the  school,  and  it  would 
deter  responsible  and  suitable  men  from  accepting  the  position,  if 
held  liable  for  damages  to  a  pupil  expelled  under  a  rult*  adopted  by 
them,  under  the  impression  that  the  welfare  of  the  school  de- 
manded it,  if  the  courts  should  deem  it  improper.  They  are  to 
determine  what  rules  are  proper,  and  who  shall  say  that  the  rule 
adopted  in  this  case  was  harsh  and  oppressive  ?  I  might  think  it 
was  ;  wiser  men  would  maintain  that  it  was  proper  and  right,  that 
pupils  attending  social  parties  are  liable  to  have  their  minds  drawn 
off  from  their  studies,  and  thus  to  be  retarded  in  their  progress  ; 
but  whether  the  rule  was  a  wise  one  or  not  the  directors  and 
teachers  are  not  liable  to  an  action  for  damiiires  for  enforcing  it  — 
even  to  the  expulsion  of  a  pupil  who  violates  it.  While  this  court 
might,  on  mandamus  to  compel  the  board  and  teacher  to  admit  a 
pupil  thus  expelled,  review  the  action  of  the  board,  and  pass  upon 
the  reasonableness  of  the  rule,  which  we  do  not,  however,  decide 
here,  yet  the  doctrine  that  the  courts  could  do  this  is  very  different 
from  that  which  would  hold  the  directors  liable  in  an  action  for 
damages  for  enforcing  a  rule  honestly  adopted  for  the  maintenance 
of  discipline  in  the  school.  That  such  an  action  is  not  maintain- 
able is  fully  established  by  Donahoe  v.  Richurdsy  38  Me.  391;  Spear 
T.  Cummings,  23  Pick.  224  ;  Stephenson  v.  Hall,  14  Barb.  222. 
Hodgkins  v.  Rockport,  105  Mass.  475,  does  not  support  the  posi- 
tion for  which  it  is  cited   by  plaintiff.     By  the   law  of  that  State. 
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the  school  committee  has  the  general  charge  and  superintendence 
of  all  the  public  schools  in  the  town.  The  plaintiff,  a  minor,  was 
excluded  from  school  for  alleged  misconduct,  and  sued  to  recover 
damages  for  such  exclusion. 

Morton,  J.,  speaking  for  the  court,  said:  "  This  general  power 
(to  superintend  schools,  etc.),  by  necessary  implication,  includes  the 
power  to  make  all  reasonable  rules  and  regulations  for  the  disci- 
pline, government  and  management  of  the  schools,  and  also  the 
power  to  exclude  a  child  from  school  for  sufficient  cause.  And 
when  a  scholar  is  guilty  of  misconduct,  which  injuriously  affects 
the  discipline  and  management  of  the  school,  we  think  the  law 
vests  in  the  school  committee  the  power  of  determining  whether 
the  welfare  of  the  school  requires  his  expulsion."  Again,  he  said; 
"He  was  guilty  of  acts  of  misconduct,  which,  if  persisted  in,  it  is 
clear  might  seriously  interfere  with  the  discipline  and  impair  the 
usefulness  of  the  school.  Whether  they  had  such  an  effect  upon 
the  welfare  of  the  school  as  to  require  his  expulsion,  was  a  question 
for  the  committee,  and  upon  which  their  action  is  conclusive." 

The  case  of  Morrow  v.  Wood,  35  Wis.  61;  17  Am.  Rep.  471, 
involved  no  principle  in  question  here.  It  was  an  action  for  malic- 
ious prosecution  by  a  teacher  against  the  parent  of  a  pupil  whom 
she  had  flogged,  for  having  her  arrested  for  an  assault  and  battery 
upon  the  child.  The  court  held  that  the  assault  and  battery  was 
unjustifiable,  and  that,  therefore,  she  could  not  maintain  her  action. 
Certain  studies  are  required  to  be  taught  in  the  public  schools  of 
that  State  by  statute,  but  the  court  held,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that 
the  father  "  had  a  right  to  make  a  reasonable  selection  from  the 
prescribed  studies  for  his  child  to  pursue,  and  this  cannot  possibly 
conflict  with  the  equal  rights  of  other  pupils."  There  the  father 
desired  his  child  not  to  study  geography.  The  plaintiff  (the 
teacher)  required  the  boy  to  study  geography,  being  fully  advised 
that  his  father  had  forbidden  the  son  from  doing  so.  The  boy 
refused  to  obey  her  in  this  respect,  and  for  this  was  flogged. 
Murphy  v.  The  Board  of  Director s,  30  Iowa,  430,  was  a  proceeding 
by  mandamus  to  compel  defendant  to  allow  plaintiff  to  attend 
school,  and  is  no  authority  for  the  doctrine  that  a  board  of  school 
directors  is  liable  in  damages  for  the  expulsion  of  a  pupil  for  a  vio- 
lation of  a  rule  adopted  by  the  board  for  the  government  of  the 
school.  While  some  respectable  courts  have  held  otherwise,  the 
weight  of  authority  sustains  the  conclusion  we  have  reached. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


OCTOBER  TERM,  1877.  349 

Dritt  V.  Snodgniss. 

In  Dinsman  v.  Wilkes,  12  How.  404,  Taney,  Ch.  J.,  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court  said  :  ^'  But  the  fact  to  be  ascertained  in 
this  case  is  whether,  in  the  exercise  of  that  discretion  and  judg^ 
raent  with  which  the  law  clothed  him  for  the  time,  and  which  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  judicial  discretion,  he  acted  from  improper  feelings 
aud  abused  the  power  confided  to  him,  to  the  injury  of  the  plain- 
tiff." 

In  Weaver  t.  Devendorf,  3  Denio,  117,  plaintiff  sued  a  board  of 
assessors  for  refusing  to  make  an  allowance  or  deduction  in  assess- 
ing his  property,  he  being  a  minister,  and  because  his  property  was 
assessed  at  a  higher  rate  than  that  of  others.  The  court  held  that 
the  action  would  not  lie,  and  Beardslet,  J.,  said :  ''  This  case 
might  be  disposed  of  on  narrow  ground,  for  there  was  no  evidence 
to  justify  the  conclusion  that  the  defendants  acted  maliciously  in 
fixing  the  value  of  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  or  of  any  one  else; 
and  surely  it  will  not  be  pretended  that  they  were  liable  for  a  mere 
error  of  judgment.  But  I  prefer  to  place  the  decision  on  the  broad 
ground  that  no  public  officer  is  responsible  in  a  civil  suit,  for  a 
judicial  determination,  however  erroneous  it  may  be,  and  however 
malicious  the  motive  which  produced  it." 

We  extract  copiously  from  these  cases  because  they  are  cited  by 
plaintiff's  counsel  as  sustaining  their  view,  while  we  think  that 
they  afford  them  no  support  whatever. 

The  petition  alleges  that  the  defendants  illegally,  wrongfully, 
oppressively,  willfully  and  maliciously  expelled  the  plaintiff,  and 
then  proceeds  to  state  the  circumstances  underwhich  the  expulsion 
took  place,  viz. :  the  existence  of  the  rule,  and  plaintiff's  violation 
of  it  The  adoption  of  the  rule  is  not  alleged  to  have  been  prompted 
by  malice,  and  if  the  plaintiff  violated  the  rule,  it  matters  not 
what  may  have  been  the  feelings  of  the  defendants  toward  him, 
if  they  enforced  it  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  way,  and  the  contrary 
is  not  alleged.  While  malice  is  alleged,  the  facts  stated  in  the 
petition  show  that  there  was  no  such  malice  as  gave  plaintiff  a 
cause  of  action  against  defendants  for  his  expulsion. 

We  are  not  to  be  understood  as  holding  that  a  board  could  not 
adopt  a  rule  for  the  enforcement  of  which  they  would  be  liable  for 
damages.  If  they  should  declare  that  for  certain  misconduct  the 
teacher  should  inflict  upon  the  bare  back  of  the  pupil  thirty-nine 
lashes,  well  laid  on,  or  any  other  rule  palpably  unreasonable  and 
unauthorized,  they  probably  could  not  shield  themselves  against  an 
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action  for  damages  by  a  pupil,  under  the  power  given  them  to  adopt 
reasonable  rules  for  the  government  of  the  school.  But  even  this 
we  will  not  now  decide,  for  '*  sufficient  unto  the  day  is  the  evil 
thereof." 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed, 

Norton",  J.,  concurring.  The  directors  of  a  school  district  are  in- 
vested with  the  power  and  authority  to  make  and  execute  all  needful 
rules  and  regulations  for  the  government,  management  and  control 
of  such  school  as  they  may  think  proper,  not  inconsistent  with  the 
laws  of  the  land.  Under  the  power  thus  conferred,  the  directors 
are  not  authorized  to  prescribe  a  rule  which  undertakes  to  regulate 
the  conduct  of  the  children  within  the  district,  who  havc^  a  right 
to  attend  the  school,  after  they  are  dismissed  from  it  and  remitted 
to  the  custody  and  care  of  the  parent  or  guardian.  They  have  the 
unquestioned  right  to  make  needful  rules  for  the  control  of  chc 
pupils  while  at  school,  and  under  the  charge  of  the  person  or  per- 
sons who  teach  it,  and  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  teacher  to  en- 
force such  rules  when  made.  While  in  the  teacher's  charge,  the 
parent  would  have  no  right  to  invade  the  school  room  and  inter- 
fere with  him  in  its  management.  On  the  other  hand,  when  the 
pupil  is  released  and  sent  back  to  his  home,  neither  the  teacher 
nor  directors  have  the  authority  to  follow  him  thither,  and  govern 
his  conduct  while  under  the  parental  eye. 

It  certainly  could  not  have  been  the  design  of  the  legislature  to 
take  from  the  parent  the  control  of  his  child  while  not  at  school 
and  invested  in  a  board  of  directoi-s  and  teacher  of  a  school. 
If  they  can  prescribe  a  rule  which  denies  to  the  parent  the  right  to 
allow  his  child  to  attend  a  social  gathering,  except  upon  pain  of 
expulsion  from  a  school  which  the  law  gives  him  the  right  to  attend, 
may  they  not  prescribe  a  rule  which  would  forbid  the  parent  from 
allowing  the  child  from  attending  a  particular  church,  or  any 
church  at  all  and  thus  step  in  loco  parentis  and  supersede  entirely 
parental  authority  ?  For  offenses  committed  by  the  scholar  while 
at  school,  he  is  amenable  to  the  laws  of  the  school,  but  under  the 
charge  of  the  parent  or  guardian,  he  is  answerable  alone  to  him. 

A  person  teaching  a  private  school  may  say  upon  what  terms  he 
or  she  will  accept  scholars,  and  may  demand,  before  receiving  a 
scholar  to  be  taught,  that  the  parents  shall   surrender  so  much  of 
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his  or  her  parental  authority  as  not  to  allow  the  scholar  during 
the  term  to  attend  social  parties,  balls,  theaters,  etc.,  except  on 
pain  of  expulsion.  This  would  be  a  matter  of  contract,  and  no 
one  has  a  right  to  send  a  scholar  to  such  a  school  except  on  the 
terms  prescribed  by  those  who  teach  it. 

This  is  not  so  in  regard  to  public  schools,  which  every  child 
within  school  age  has  a  right,  under  the  law,  to  attend,  subject  while 
so  attending  to  be  governed  by  such  needful  rules  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed. When  the  school  room  is  entered  by  the  pupil,  the'  au- 
thority of  the  parent  ceases,  and  that  of  the  teacher  begins  ;  when 
sent  to  his  home,  the  authority  of  the  teacher  ends,  and  that  of 
the  parent  is  resumed.  For  his  conduct  when  at  school  he  may  be 
punished  or  even  expelled,  under  proper  circumstances ;  for  his 
conduct  when  at  home,  he  is  subject  to  domestic  control.  The 
directors,  in  prescribing  the  rule  that  scholars  who  attend  a  social 
party  should  be  expelled  from  school,  went  beyond  their  power  and 
invaded  the  right  of  the  parent  to  govern  the  conduct  of  his  child 
when  solely  under  his  charge. 

My  concurrence  in  the  above  opinion  is  based  upon  the  sole 
ground  that  malice,  oppression  and  willfulness  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  are  not  sufficiently  charged  in  the  petition. 

Napton  and  Hough,  JJ.,  and  Sherwood,  0.  J.,  concur  in  the 
views  above  expressed. 


Galway  v.  Shields. 

(66  Mo.  3ia) 
Statute  of  frauds  —  action  to  recover  motiey  paid  on  contract  void  under. 

An  action  will  not  lio  to  recover  the  consideration  paid   upon  an  oral  agree- 
ment for  the  purchase  of  lands,  if  the  vendor  is  willing  to  fulfill.* 

AC'TION  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  in  pursuance*  of  a  verbal 
contract,  by  which  payment  therefor  was  to  be  made  in  cer- 
tain real  estate.  A  proper  deed  of  the  real  estate  had  been  tendered 
to  plaintiff,  but  was  refused.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment 

OoHschalk,  for  appellant 

•  See  Qalxfin  ▼.  Prmtioe,  45  N.  Y.  162  ;  6  Am.  Rep.  58. 
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Finkelnburg  £  Rassieur,  for  respondents. 

Hough,  J.  The  only  question  presented  by  the  record  in  this 
case  is,  whether  a  person  who  has  paid  money  or  property,  upon  a 
verbal  contract  for  the  purchase  of  lands,  can  maintain  an  action 
to  recover  back  the  money  or  the  value  of  the  property  so  paid, 
although  the  vendor  of  the  land,  to  whom  the  money  or  property 
has  been  paid,  is  willing  to  execute  the  contract  on  his  part. 

This  question  was  decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  the  affirma- 
tive. We  do  not  controvert  the  doctrine  on  which  that  court 
founded  its  opinion,  that  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money  is 
not  such  part  performance  as  will  take  a  verbal  contract  for  the 
sale  of  lands  out  of  the  scope  of  the  statute  of  frauds;  that  rule 
is  now  thoroughly  established.  But  the  relations  of  the  parties  in 
the  case  at  bar  are  not  such  as  to  warrant  the  invocation  of  that 
rule.  It  will  readily  be  conceded  that  if  the  plaintiffs  here  were 
seeking  to  enforce  the  parol  contract  against  the  defendant,  the 
mere  fact  that  he  had  paid  the  purchase-money  would  not  entitle 
him  to  a  decree  for  specific  performance;  and  we  do  not  under- 
stand the  authorities  cited  by  the  learned  judge  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  to  go  further  than  this.  In  cases 
like  the  present,  however,  a  different  rule  prevails. 

In  Cotighlin  v.  Knowles,!  Mete.  (Mass.)  57,  it  was  held  that 
"an  oral  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  is  not  utterly  void ;  and 
therefore  a  party  who  advances  money  on  such  contract  cannot 
recover  it  back  if  the  other  party  is  able  and  willing  to  fulfill  the 
contract  on  his  part."  This  decision  was  affirmed  in  Wetherbee  v. 
PotteVy  99  Mass.  361.  In  Sims  v.  HtifchinSy  8  Smedes  &  Marsh. 
331,  Chief  Justice  Sharkey  said:  "  That  the  contract  was  not  in 
writing  may  be  good  ground  of  defense,  when  specific  performance 
of  the  contract  is  sought  against  the  vendor,  for  whose  benefit  the 
statute  was  passed;  but  if  the  vendor  is  willing  to  perform,  the 
price  paid  cannot  be  recovered  back."  To  the  same  effect  are 
Shaw  V.  Shaw,  6  Vt.  G9;  Philbrook  v.  Belknap,  id.  383,  and  Hato- 
ley  V.  Moody,  24  id.  605. 

In  Lane  v.  Shackford,  5  N.  H.  130,  the  opinion  of  the  court  on 
this  subject  was  expressed  in  the  following  strong  and  emphatic 
language:  "If  one  man  contracts  with  another  to  perform  labor, 
and  receive  as  a  compensation  the  conveyance  of  a  particular  tract 
of  land,  although  the  contract  to  convey  the  land  is  not  a  prope'* 
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foundation  for  an  action,  yet  still  common  honesty  and  fair  deal- 
ing require  that  he  shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  refuse  the  land  and 
demand  money  until  the  other  party  has  refused  to  execute  the 
contract."  Richards  v.  Alleuy  17  Me.  296,  and  Bedinger  y.Whitta- 
more^  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  563,  announce  the  same  doctrine  in  the  most 
explicit  terms. 

In  Collier  v.  Coates,  17  Barb,  473,  Johnson,  J.,  after  citing  a 
number  of  cases  in  support  of  the  foregoing  rule,  said:  "I  doubt 
whether  any  well-considered  case  can  be  found  in  the  courts  of  this 
country  where  the  rule  above  laid  down  has  been  denied  or  even 
doubted." 

Browne,  in  his  treatise  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (ed.  1870),  § 
122,  says:  '*  The  right  in  the  vendee  of  land  by  verbal  contract,  to 
recover  what  money  or  other  consideration  he  has  paid,  is  clearly 
confined  to  those  cases  where  the  vendor  has  refused  or  become 
unable  to  carry  out  the  contract,  the  plaintiff  himself  having 
faithfully  performed  or  offered  to  perform  on  his  part." 

In  the  case  of  McDonald  v.  Lynch,  59  Mo.  350,  it  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  agreed  upon  a  sale  and  purchase  of 
a  lot  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  at  a  price  named,  and  plaintiff  paid 
the  defendant  $50  to  bind  the  bargain.  The  parties  differed  as  to 
what  the  contract  was,  as  to  a  certain  incumbrance  on  the  laud, 
and  the  plaintiff  brought  suit  for  the  $50  paid  by  him. 

Napton,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  **  There  is 
no  doubt  that,  notwithstanding  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  if  the 
defendant  offered  to  comply  with  the  parol  contract,  the  plaintiff 
had  no  right  to  recover  the  $50  advanced." 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  authorities  we  cannot  concur  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  its  judgment,  and  that  of 
the  Circuit  Court,  will,  therefore,  be  reversed  and  the  cause 
remanded. 

The  other  judges  concur,  except  Sherwood,  C.  J.,  absent. 

JudatnetU  reversed^ 
Vol.  XX VU— 45 
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(66  Mo.  346.) 

Infant — liability  far  unintentional  assauU. 

An  infant  is  liable  for  his  torts  like  an  adult. 

A  charge  of  unlawful  assault  by  shooting  is  sustained  by  proof  of  a  shooting, 
and  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  an  intention  or  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  but  it  is  for  the  defendant  to  show  an  absence 
of  such  intention  or  negligence.* 

ACTION  for  damages  sustained  by  plaintiff  in  consequence  of 
the  alleged  unlawful  and  wrongful  shooting  of  him  by  the 
defendant.  The  answer  sot  up,  as  a  special  defense,  that  the  par- 
ties and  other  boys  about  their  own  age,  twelve  or  thirteen  years, 
were  playing  together,  the  defendant  having  a  gun,  and  that  with- 
out any  fault,  negligence,  or  design  on  the  part  of  defendant,  the 
gun,  without  being  aimed  at  or  directed  toward  the  plaintiff,  acci- 
dentally went  off»  and  by  accident  shot  respondent.  On  the  trial, 
evidence  was  offered  by  defendant  to  show  accident,  and  plaintiff 
to  show  negligence.     Plaintiff  had  judgment. 

The  first  instruction  given  by  the  court,  at  the  instance  of  respond- 
enty  was  as  follows  : 

1.  K  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  about  the  time 
charged  in  the  petition  the  defendant  shot  the  plaintiff  in  the  leg 
with  a  shot  gun,  loaded  with  gunpowder  and  leaden  shot,  and 
which  gun  the  defendant  held  in  his  hands,  then,  prima  facie,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  verdict.  And  if  the  jury  find  for  the  plain- 
tiff, they  will  assess  his  damages  at  such  sum  as  they  believe  he  has 
sustained,  not  exceeding  ten  thousand  dollars. 

The  instructions  asked  by  appellant,  and  which  the  court  refused 
to  give,  are  as  follows  : 

1.  That  under  the  pleadings  and  evidence  in  this  case,  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  recover. 

3.  Under  the  law  and  evidence  in  this  case,  the  defendant,  Reed, 
not  only  had  the  right  to  carry  his  gun  along  with  him,  but  also 
had  the  right  to  carry  it  loaded  ;  and  if  the  jury  believe  from  the 

^See  Peterson  v.  Haffner  (SO  Ind.  laO),  96  Am.  Rep.  81,  and  note,  83. 
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evidence  that  Conway  was  shot,  without  any  intention  on  the  part 
of  defendant  to  shoot  him,  then  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  Conway 
to  prove  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury  that  such  shooting  resulted 
from  the  careless  or  negligent  manner  in  which  the  defendant  used 
said  gun  at  the  time. 

6.  That  the  defendant  is  charged  in  the  petition  to  have  been 
guilty  of  an  unlawful  and  wrongful  assault  upon  the  person  of 
plaintiff  on  or  about  the  llth  day  of  April,  1874,  and  that  plaintiff 
was  injured  thereby. 

7.  That  every  unlawful  and  wrongful  assault  upon  the  person  of 
another  includes  some  degree  of  malice  or  some  intention,  however 
slight,  to  do  some  injury  to  the  person  assaulted  ;  and  unless  the 
jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  was  prompted  by 
some  degree  of  malice,  or  had  some  intention  to  injure  plaintiff  at 
the  time  charged  in  the  petition,  they  will  find  for  the  defendant 

Allen  H,  Varies y  for  appellant. 

B.  F.  Loan  and  Bennett  Pike,  for  respondent 

Henby,  J.  An  infant  is  liable  for  a  tort  in  the  same  manner  as 
an  adult  Bullock  v.  Babcock,  3  Wend.  391;  Campbell  v.  Stakes, 
2  id.  138  ;  Vassee  v.  Smith,  7  Cranch,  230  ;  Morgan  v.  Cox,  22  Mo. 
374. 

It  is  contended  by  appellant  that,  because  the  petition  alleged 
that  defendant  unlawfully  and  wrongfully  assaulted  the  plaintiff 
and  shot  him  with  a  gun,  evidence  of  a  negligent  or  careless  shoot- 
ing would  not  sustain  the  averment  in  the  petition  ;  in  other  words, 
that  the  petition  alleged  one  cause  of  action,  and  the  evidence 
established  another,  if  any.  Bullock  v.  Babcock,  supra,  was  an 
action  of  trespass  for  assault  and  battery.  The  defendant  was  a 
boy  about  twelve  years  of  age,  and  the  evidence  showed  a  negligent 
shooting  of  plaintiff  by  defendant  with  an  arrow  from  a  bow,  and 
it  was  held  sufficient  to  entitle  plaintiff  to  a  judgment. 

In  Morgan  v.  Cox,  defendant  was  an  infant.  The  petition  in  that 
case  alleged  a  negligent  killing  of  plaintiff's  slave  by  defendant, 
but  there  is  no  intimation  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  that,  if  the 
petition  had  alleged,  as  in  this  case,  that  defendant  unlawfully  and 
wrongfully  shot  the  slave,  the  evidence  that  it  was  the  result  of 
carelessness  would  not  have  established  the  cause  of  action  stated 


Digitized  by 


Google 


356  MISSOURI, 


Conwav  v.  Reed. 


in  the  petition.  Leonard,  J.,  said:  ''The  facts  of  the  present 
case  would,  under  the  former  system  of  procedure,  have  supported 
an  action  of  trespass,  and  cannot,  we  think,  he  distinguished  from 
the  cases  cited.  In  one  of  them,  the  party,  in  uncocking  his  gun, 
accidentally  discharged  it  and  wounded  a  hystander.  Here,  the 
defendant  accidentally  struck  the  hammer  of  his  gun  against  his 
saddle,  and  the  same  result  ensued.  In  both  cases  it  was  upon  the 
defendant  to  show  that  it  happened,  as  the  books  say,  by  inevitable 
accident,  and  without  the  least  fault,  and  the  change  that  has  been 
introduced  by  the  new  Code  in  the  remedy  has  not  changed  the 
rules  of  law  as  to  the  liability  of  the  parties."  The  change  intro- 
duced by  the  new  Code  in  the  remedy  did  not  go  to  the  extent  of 
requiring  less  or  more  material  allegations  in  a  petition  than  were 
necessary  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  at  common  law,  but  only 
obviated  the  necessity  of  using  those  formal  and  technical  aver- 
ments which,  it  had  been  held,  were  necessary,  and  for  which  no 
other  mode  of  stating  the  same  thing  could  be  substituted.  The 
change  introduced,  to  which  the  very  able  judge,  who  delivered 
that  opinion,  alluded,  was  that  made  by  the  first  section  of  the  act 
of  December,  18(35,  Eevised  Statutes  of  1855,  page  1216,  which 
provided  that  there  should  be  but  one  form  of  action  for  the 
enforcement  or  protection  of  private  rights,  and  the  redress  or  pre- 
vention of  private  wrongs,  to  be  denominated  a  civil  action  ;  and 
in  the  third  section  of  article  6,  page  15J29,  requiring  in  a  petition 
"a  plain  and  concise  statement  of  the  facts  constituting  a  cause  of 
action,  without  any  unnecessary  repetition." 

These  sections  have  been  retained  in  the  subsequent  revisions. 
Is  it  true,  that  proof  of  a  negligent  shooting  does  not  sustain  an 
averment  of  a  wrongful  and  unlawful  shooting  ?  With  regard  to 
the  liability  of  the  defendant,  the  law  holds  an  injury  inflicted 
through  carelessness,  as  wrongful  and  unlawful ;  if  accidental  and 
inevitable,  no  blame  attaches  to  the  person  inflicting  the  injury. 
He  is  then,  in  no  sense,  culpable.  If  the  act  was  lawful  and  right, 
which  is  the  converse  of  the  proposition,  the  party  inflicting  the 
injury  through  negligence  could  not  be  held  liable,  and  is  only 
responsible  because  it  was  unlawful  and  wrongful. 

At  common  law  the  plaintiff  was  held  to  prove  the  cause  of 
action  alleged  in  his  declaration,  with  as  much  strictness  as  under 
the  Code,  and  yet  an  action  of  trespass  for  assault  and  battery,  as 
we  have  seen,  was  the  proper  form  of  action  for  direct  injuries  neg- 
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ligently  and  carelessly  inflicted,  as  well  as  for  those  that  were  inten- 
tional and  malicious. 

The  celebrated  case  of  Scott  v.  Sheppard,  reported  in  2  Wm. 
Black.  892,  and  cited  and  commented  upon  as  often,  perhaps,  as 
any  case  in  the  books,  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  assault  and 
battery.  Weaver  v.  Wood,  Hobart,  134,  cited  by  Judge  Leonard, 
was  in  the  same  form  of  action.  There  the  defendant,  a  soldier, 
had  accidentally  shot  his  comrade  while  exercising.  In  all  these 
cases,  the  plaintiffs  maintained  their  actions,  although  the  injuries 
recerved  by  them  were  proved  to  have  been  the  result  of  accidents, 
and  not  intentionally  committed.  In  none  of  them  was  it  alleged 
in  the  declaration  that  the  injury  was  occasioned  by  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant.  *'  In  declarations  in  trespass,  which  lies  only  for 
wrongs  immediate  and  committed  with  force,  the  injury  is  stated, 
without  any  inducement  of  the  defendant's  motive  and  intention, 
or  of  the  circumstances  under  which  the  injury  was  committed." 
1  Chitty's  Pleading,  387,  127.  The  court  properly  overruled  de- 
fendant's demurrer  to  the  evidence. 

The  appellant  complains  of  the  first  instruction  given  by  the 
court  at  the  instance  of  plaintiff,  which  declared  that  if  defendant 
shot  the  plaintiff,  then,  prima  facie,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  ver- 
dict. "A  battery  is  the  actual  infliction  of  violence  on  the  person," 
and,  in  an  action  for  assault  and  battery,  Mr.  Greenleaf  says: 
'*The  plaintiff  must  come  prepared  with  evidence  to  show  either 
that  the  intention  was  unlawful,  or  that  the  defendant  was  in  fault, 
for  if  the  injury  was  unavoidable,  and  the  conduct  of  defend- 
ant was  free  from  blame,  he  will  not  be  liable."  2  Greenl.  on  Ev.  81. 

We  do  not  understand  by  this  that  plaintiff  must,  in  the  first 
place  by  direct  evidence,  show  either  an  intention  to  commit  the 
injury,  or  that  defendant  was  in  fault  If  the  act  was  intentional, 
of  course  defendant  would  be  liable,  and  proof  of  the  shooting 
would  make  out  a  prima  facie  case  of  intentional  shooting;  and, 
when  proof  of  the  fact  that  defendant  inflicted  the  injury  is  made, 
it  devolves  upon  him  to  show  that  it  occurred  without  fault  upon 
his  part,  to  exonerate  himself,  or  that  it  was  accidental,  although 
occasioned  by  carelessness,  to  mitigate. 

The  case  of  Wakeman  v.  Robinson,  1  Bing.  213,  cited  by  Prof. 
Greenleaf,  as  supporting  the  text,  certainly  does  not  sustain  the 
proposition  of  the  learned  author,  if  by  it  is  meant  that  the  mere 
fact  of  the  injury  inflicted  by  defendant  does  not  make  out  b,  prima 


_  Digitized  by 


Google 


358  MISSOURI, 


Conway  v.  Reed. 


facie  case,  but  that  plaintiff  must,  in  addition,  prove  in  the  first 
place  that  it  was  the  result  of  carelessness  on  the  part  of  defendant. 
The  defense  in  that  case  was  that  defendant's  horse  being  fright- 
ened by  the  near,  noisy  and  rapid  approach  of  a  butcher's  cart, 
became  ungovernable,  that  the  injury  being  thus  occasioned  by 
unavoidable  accident,  without  any  negligence  or  default  on  the 
part  of  defendant,  he  was  not  responsible  for  the  consequences. 
The  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial  held  that  this  being  an  action 
of  trespass,  if  the  injury  was  occasioned  by  an  immediate  act  of 
defendant,  it  was  immaterial  whether  that  act  was  willful  or  acci- 
dental. In  the  Common  l^eas  it  was  held  that  this  was  error,  and 
that  was  the  only  question  d.ricussed  by  Dallas,  C.  J.,  in  his 
opinion.  The  learned  author  ftlso  cites  1st  Corny n's  Dig.  129, 
intending  to  cite  2d  Comyn:  we  have  found  nothing  there  to  sus- 
tain the  doctrine  announced  by  Prof.  Greenleaf,  if  it  is  to  be 
understood  otherwise  than  as  we  have  construed  the  language. 
Even  in  a  trial  for  murder,  from  a  proof  of  the  killing  with  a 
deadly  weapon  the  law  implies  an  intent  to  kill,  and  then  it  is  for 
the  defendant  to  meet  this  presumption  with  evidence  showing  that 
it  was  unintentional,  or  justifiable,  or  excusable.  ''From  the  sim- 
ple act  of  killing,  the  law  will  presume  that  it  was  murder  in  the 
second  degree."     Wagner,  J.     State  v.  Holme,  54  Mo.  153. 

In  the  State  v.  Underwood,  57  Mo.  49,  the  Circuit  Court 
instructed  the  jury  that  if  defendant  killed  Menifee  with  a  gun 
loaded  with  powder  and  bullets,  the  law  presumed  the  killing  to 
have  been  intentional,  and  it  was  murder  in  the  second  degree,  in 
the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  etc.,  and  this  court  held, 
Wagner,  J.,  delivering  its  opinion,  that  the  instruction  was  unob- 
jectionable. If  such  be  the  presumption  in  a  prosecution  for  mur- 
der, it  certainly  will  prevail  in  a  civil  action,  for  the  law  has  a 
more  tender  regard  for  life  and  liberty  than  for  property,  and  it 
could  only  prevail  in  criminal  cases,  because  it  is  reasonable  that  it 
should.  In  Morgan  v.  Cox,  22  Mo.  374,  already  cited,  Leonard, 
J.,  said:  "Under  the  old  system  of  procedure  it  was  no  defense  in 
such  cases  that  the  act  occurred  by  misadventure  and  without  the 
wrong-doer's  intending  it,  but  the  defendant  must  have  shown  such 
circumstances  as  would  make  it  appear  to  the  court  that  the  injury 
done  to  plaintiff  was  inevitable,  and  the  defendant  was  not  charge- 
able with  any  negligence." 

Castle  V.  Duryee,  2  Keyes,  169.     The  defendant  was  the  coi- 
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oiiel  of  the  7fch  regiment  of  New  York  State  militia,  and  at  the 
parade  a  part  of  the  exercise  was  to  fire  with  blank  cartridges.  He 
personally  gave  the  order  to  fire,  and  Mrs.  Castle,  a  spectator,  was 
hit  and  wounded  with  a  ball.  Denio,  J.,  said:  **  These  facts  con- 
stitute the  defendant  prima  facie  Q,  trespasser  to  the  same  extent  as 
though  the  musket  was  fired  by  his  own  hand.'' 

This  action,  as  far  as  appears  from  the  petition,  is  for  an  inten- 
tional trespass,  and  when  the  injury  is  proved  to  have  been  inflicted 
by  defendant,  and  nothing  more,  the  case  is  made  out,  and  the 
defendant  must  prove  that  he  was  not  chargeable  with  negligence 
as  an  exoneration,  or  that  it  was  accidental  and  not  intentional, 
although  negligent,  by  way  of  mitigation.  The  doctrine  is  very 
clearly  stated  by  the  learned  judge  in  Morgan  v.  Cox.  There  are 
cases  in  which  plaintiff  must  prove  that  the  party  whom  he  sues  for 
an  injury  inflicted  was  guilty  of  negligence,  but  in  those  cases  the 
action  can  be  sustained  only  by  alleging  in  the  petition  and  prov- 
ing negligence.  That  the  injury  was  negligently  inflicted  is  the 
foundation  of  the  action.  "The  burden  of  proof  in  an  action  upon 
negligence  always  rests  upon  the  party  charging  it."  Shearman  & 
Kedfield  on  Neg.,  p.  14,  §  12.  It  was  not  charged  in  this  petition, 
nor  was  it  necessary  to  do  so. 

The  rulings  of, the  trial  court  are  fully  sustained  by  the  authori- 
ties, and,  with  the  concurrence  of  all  the  judges,  the  judgment  is 
affirmed. 

Jvdgmtmt  affirmed. 


Dyer  v.  Brannook. 

(68  Mo.  991.) 
Marriage  —  req^iUUes  to  valid  eorUraet  of. 

In  the  absence  of  statutory  provision  pronouncing  such  an  agreement  void, 
an  agreement  between  parties  to  live  together  as  husf*and  and  wife,fol. 
lowed  bj  actual  cohabitation,  is  valid,  without  any  magisterial  or  clerical 
solemnization.* 

Tj^  JECTMENT.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 

•Bee  Bfelkml  v.BreAm  (7S  Penn.  St.  Vm*  18  Am.  Sep.  781. 
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Pope  and  Randall,  for  plaintiff  in  error* 
Cline,  Jamison  <&  Day,  for  respondents. 

Naptok,  J.  The  two  principal  questions  involved  in  this  case 
are:  First,  whether  the  observance  of  the  statutory  forms  prescribed 
for  the  celebration  or  solemnization  of  marriages,  under  our  terri- 
torial government  in  1819,  or  subsequently  under  the  State  govern- 
ment in  1830,  was  essential  to  a  valid  marriage;  and  second,  the 
construction  of  our  statutes  of  limitation,  as  applied  to  the  facts  in 
evidence. 

In  order  to  show  the  pertinency  of  the  instructions  to  the  evi- 
dence submitted,  we  will  here  state  the  main  facts  which  that  evi- 
dence tended  to  establish;  whether  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury  or 
not,  it  is  not  important  to  inquire. 

Tho  land  in  controversy  is  a  part  of  the  Motard  tract,  which  passed 
at  an  early  date  to  Culver  Adams,  and  through  him  to  his  three 
children,  David,  James  and  Sarah  Ann  Adams,  and  upon  a  parti- 
tion in  1838,  the  one-third  which  had  belonged  to  Sarah  Ann  was 
set  apart  to  the  unknown  heirs  of  Zachariah  Wilson,  from  whom 
the  plaintiff  claims. 

Zachariah  Wilson  was  a  river  pilot  in  1819,  and  one  Mrs.  Collins, 
a  widow,  at  that  time  kept  a  boarding-house  in  St.  Louis.  There 
was  evidence  to  show  that  Wilson  and  Jane  Collins,  the  daughter 
of  Mrs.  Collins,  and  then  ab©ut  19  years  old,  on  the  24th  of  August, 
1819,  about  10  o'clock  at  night,  declared  their  intention,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  mother  and  brothers  of  Jane,  and  several  boarders  who 
were  present,  to  live  together  as  husband  and  wife.  There  was  no 
magistrate  or  other  person  authorized  by  the  statutes  of  the  Terri- 
tory to  celebrate  marriage  rites  present  on  the  occasion,  but  they 
stood  up  on  the  floor  of  the  sitting-room,  or  most  public  room  in 
the  house,  side  by  side,  with  joined  hands,  and  it  was  announced 
to  those  present  by  the  mother  or  brother  of  Jane,  that  she  and 
Wilson  had  agreed  to  marry,  to  which  they  both  assented  by  an 
inclination  of  the  head.  They  then  retired  to  a  bed-room  and 
cohabited  together  as  man  and  wife  for  three  weeks.  When  Major 
Long  reached  St.  Louis  on  his  expedition  to  the  Rocky  Mountains, 
Wilson  joined  the  expedition.  The  result  of  this  cohabitation  was 
a  daughter,  named  Cynthia  Elizabeth,  from  whom  plaintiff's  title  is 
derived. 
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It  was  understood,  on  the  departure  of  Wilson,  that  Mrs.  Collins 
should  take  care  of  Jane,  and  that  he  would,  when  opportunity 
presented,  remit  some  money  to  support  her  during  his  absence, 
which  he  occasionally  did.  Meanwhile,  Mrs.  Collins  and  her  fam- 
ily removed  to  St.  Charles,  and  were  living  there  when  Wilson 
returned  to  St.  Louis  in  1824.  He  was  then  married,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  forms  provided  for  by  the  statute  then  in  force,  to 
Sarah  Ann  Adams,  the  owner  of  the  property  now  in  controversy. 
By  this  marriage  a  female  child  was  born  in  1826,  who  survived  the 
mother,  and  died  in  1827. 

In  1830,  after  the  death  of  Sarah  Ann  and  her  child,  Wilson 
sent  for  Jane  Collins,  who  was  then  in  St.  Charles,  and  he  and 
Jane  Collins  afterward  lived  together  as  man  and  wife,  until  his 
death  in  1836,  recognizing  her  as  his  wife  and  treating  the  daughter, 
Cynthia  Elizabeth,  as  his  child.  After  the  death  of  Wilson,  Cyn- 
thia Elizabeth  married  Abner  W.  Dyer,  and  the  plaintiffs  are  the 
descendants  of  that  marriage.  Mrs.  Dyer  died  July  13th,  1869, 
and  her  husband  died  June  25th,  1870.  This  ejectment  was 
brought  August  11th,  1872. 

The  instructions  of  the  court  to  the  jury  in  regard  to  these  con- 
nections of  Wilson  were  as  follows:  "  If  you  find  from  the  evidence 
that  in  the  year  1819,  at  the  town  of  St.  Louis,  intending  thereby 
to  contract  marriage,  the  said  Wilson  and  one  Jane  Collins  agreed 
ta  live  together  thenceforward  as  man  and  wife,  and  that  of  the 
union  thus  formed  Cynthia  Elizabeth  Wilson  was  bom,  and  that , 
she  survived  the  said  Wilson,  then  the  title  to  the  premises  sued  ' 
for  became  vested  in  said  Cynthia,  etc.  But  if  you  believe  from 
the  evidence  that  when  they  came  together  in  1819  the  said  Wilson 
and  the  said  Jane  did  not  intend  to  contract  marriage,  but  merely 
intended  to  live  together  for  purposes  of  illicit  cohabitation,  and 
of  that  intercourse  said  Cynthia  was  born,  then  upon  the  death  of 
her  father  she  did  not  become  vested  with  the  title  to  the  premises 
sued  for,  unless  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  subsequently  to 
the  birth  of  said  Cynthia,  and  after  the  death  of  said  Sarah  Ann 
Adams,  he  (Wilson)  and  the  said  Jane  Collins,  intending  thereby 
to  intermarry,  mutually  agreed  to  live  together  thenceforward  as 
man  and  wife,  and  did  so  live,  and  that  after  such  reunion  the  said 
Wilson  recognized  the  said  Cynthia  as  his  child.'* 

The  statutes  in  regard  to  marriages,  in  force  from  1819  to  1830, 
are  as  follows.     The  first  act  was  passed  by  the  governor  and  judges 
Vol.  XXVII  —  46 
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of  Indiana  Territory,  on  April  24th,  1805.  So  mach  of  it  as  is 
important  to  the  consideration  of  the  question  involved  here,  is  in 
these  words: 

'^  1.  All  male  persons  of  the  age  of  seventeen  years,  and  female 
persons  of  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  and  not  prohibited  by  the 
laws  of  Ood,  may  bd  joined  in  marriage. 

**2.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  any  of  the  judges  of  the  general 
court  or  the  county  court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  their  respective 
districts,  ministers  of  any  religious  society  or  congregation  within 
the  district  in  which  they  are  settled,  and  the  society  of  Christians 
called  Quakers,  in  their  public  meetings,  to  join  together  as  hus- 
band and  wife  all  persons  of  the  above  description  who  may  apply 
to  them  agreeably  to  the  rules  and  usages  of  their  respective  socie- 
ties to  which  the  parties  belong. 

"  3.  Previously  to  persons  being  joined  in  marriage  as  aforesaid, 
the  intention  of  the  parties  shall  bo  made  known  by  publishing 
the  same  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  at  least,  either  by  the  same 
being  openly  declared  three  several  Sundays,  holy  days,  or  other 
days  of  public  worship  in  the  meeting,  in  the  town  where  the  par- 
ties respectively  belong,  or  by  publication  in  writing  under  the 
hand  and  seal  of  one  of  the  judges  before  mentioned,  or  of  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  within  the  district,  to  be  affixed  in  some  public 
place  of  the  town  where  the  parties  respectively  dwell,  or  a  license 
shall  be  obtained  of  the  governor  under  his  hand  and  seal,  author- 
izing the  marriage  of  the  parties  without  publication,  as  in  this 
law  before  required." 

An  additional  act  was  passed  by  the  legislature  of  the  Territory 
of  Indiana,  approved  July  9,  1806,  which  in  no  way  repeals  or 
limits  the  foregoing  law,  except  th^t  the  third  section  is  as  fol- 
lows : 

**  Sec.  3.  From  and  after  the  passage  of  this  act,  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  any  preacher  of  the  gospel,  magistrate,  or  regularly  ordained 
clergyman,  to  perform  the  ceremony  of  marriage  within  the  Terri- 
tory, to  be  certified  and  recorded,  etc." 

This  remained  the  law  of  marriage  in  the  Territory  until  after 
the  admission  of  Missouri  into  the  Union,  and  until  the  first 
revision  of  1825,  when  it  was  repealed,  and  a  different  regulation 
adopted  and  approved  on  the  4th  day  of  January,  1825,  and  to  take 
effect  on  the  4th  day  of  July,  1825.  Revised  Statutes  of  1825, 
p.  527. 
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By  the  first  section  it  is  provided  as  follows:  **  Be  it  enacted  by 
the  general  assembly  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  That  every  judge 
and  justice  of  the  peace  of  this  State,  and  every  stated  and  or- 
dained minister  and  preacher  of  the  gospel,  shall  be,  and  is  author- 
ized and  empowered  to  perform  the  ceremony  of  marriage  within 
this  State,  and  all  marriages  heretofore  solemnized  by  any  of  the 
said  persons  shall  be  deemed  good  and  valid." 

Tlie  remainder  of  the  act  provides  for  the  mode  of  recording 
marriages,  and  creates  the  usual  penalties  for  solemnizing  mar- 
riage of  infants,  without  consent  of  parents,  etc.  This  law  re- 
mained in  force  until  the  revision  of  1835,  when  it  was  somewhat 
modified,  and  the  act  was  commenced  by  the  following  section  : 

"  1.  Marriage  is  considered  in  law  as  a  civil  contract,  to  which  the 
consent  of  the  parties,  capable  in  law  of  contracting,  is  essential." 

The  first  question,  presented  by  these  instructions  of  the  Circuit 
Court  on  the  trial,  was  decided  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Cargik 
et  ah  V.  Wood  et  al,,  63  Mo.  501.  In  that  case  the  following 
instructions  were  given  by  the  Circuit  Court :  "  The  jury  are 
instructed  that  marriage  is  a  civil  contract,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  same  shall  be  v^jlemnized  before  a  minister  of  the  gospel, 
or  an  officer  of  law,  and  if  you  believe  from  the  evidence,  that  at 
any  time  prior  to  the  birth  of  the  child  Cynthia,  Cargile  and  Cyn- 
thia Kilgore  consented  and  agreed  with  eacli  cither  to  be  husband 
and  wife,  and  cohabited  together  as  such  husband  and  wife,  tlion 
such  facta  (-onstirute  a  lawful  marriage,  even  though  they  or  either 
of  them  supposed  or  believed  that  a  solemnization  before  a  minister 
or  officer  of  the  law  was  necessary  to  comply  witli  the  forms  of  th« 
law,  and  no  subsequent  acts  or  declarations  by  them  or  either  of 
them  could  in  any  wise  annul  such  marriage  ;  and  although  the 
jury  may  believe  from  the  evidence  that  Augustus  Cargile  im«l 
Cynthia  Kilgore  had  first  become  intimate  in  the  State  of  Georgia, 
and  although  they  were  not  then  married  to  each  other  when  such 
intimacy  occurred,  still  if  you  believe  from  all  the  evidence  in  this 
case  that  said  Augustus  Cargile  brought  said  Cynthia  out  to  Mis- 
souri, on  or  about  1854,  and  that  subsequently  they  cohabited  to- 
gether here  as  man  and  wife,  and  during  such  cohabitation  treated 
each  other  as  man  and  wife  and  were  so  reputed,  had  children 
which  they  treated  as  father  and  mother,  and  held  them  to  be  theii 
children,  that  they  thus  lived  and  cohabited  together  until  their 
death  in  1862,  and  at  such  death  had  the  child  Catherine,  then  liv* 
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ing  and  about  8  or  12  months  old,  then  the  law  presumes,  and  you 
have  a  right  to  infer  that  there  had  been  a  lawful  marriage  between 
them  prior  to  the  birth  of  said  child,  Catherine." 

In  the  instructions  given  by  the  court,  it  is  again  asserted:  "  You 
are  instructed  that  marriage  is  a  civil  contract,  and  in  order  to 
constitute  a  lawful  marriage  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  ceremony 
of  marriage  shall  have  been  performed  by  a  minister  of  the  gospel 
or  an  oflBcer  authorized  by  law  to  perform  such  ceremony." 

It  will  be  perceived  that  these  instructions,  which  were  approved 
by  this  court,  go  further  than  the  question  involved  in  the  present 
case  requires  to  be  considered,  but  the  basis  of  all  the  propositions 
submitted  to  the  jury  was  the  assumption  that  under  the  law  of 
this  State  a  ceremonial  marriage  was  not  essential  to  its  validity. 
Indeed,  this  proposition  was  not  disputed  on  either  side,  and  there- 
fore was  not  discussed  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  but  its  correct- 
ness was  essential  to  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment — for  there  was 
no  pretense  or  shadow  of  proof  in  the  case  of  any  ceremonial  mar- 
riage, at  any  time,  and  the  marriage  which  the  jury  were  author- 
ized to  presume  was  simply  a  marriage  per  verba  de  prmsenti,  or 
per  verba  de  futuro  followed  by  cohabitation. 

The  United  States  District  Court  for  this  State,  in  the  case  of 
Holabird  v.  Atlantic  Insurance  Co,,  2  Dill.  C.  C.  166,  appears  to  have 
adopted  the  same  view  of  the  law  of  this  State.  Judge  Treat,  in 
his  instructions  to  the  jury  in  that  case,  says  :  *'  It  is  not  necessary 
to  the  validity  of  a  marriage  in  Missouri,  that  any  special  cere- 
mony, religious  or  otherwise,  should  be  performed,  nor  that  the 
marriage  should  be  solemnized  before  any  person  belonging  to  any 
one  of  the  classes  named  in  the  Missouri  statute,  as  authorized  to 
perform  the  ceremony.  Marriage  in  Missouri  may  be  had  by  the 
mutual  consent  of  two  competent  persons,  made  in  good  faith  and 
followed  by  cohabitation,  without  the  addition  of  any  prescribed 
formalities,  and  may  be  shown  by  such  evidence  as  proves  that 
such  a  marriage  actually  exists.  And  such  is  substantially  the 
law  in  Tennessee  and  Illinois.  Therefore,  if  the  jury  believe  from 
the  evidence,  that  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  Tennessee  or  Illinois, 
the  plaintiff  and  Mr.  Holabird  agreed,  by  mutual  consent,  given  in 
good  faith,  to  become  husband  and  wife,  and  cohabited  as  such 
thereafter,  then  from  the  date  of  such  mutual  consent,  she  was  his 
wife." 

In  view  of  the  importance  of  this  question  to  the  interests  of 
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society,  and  of  the  fact  of  a  unanimous  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals,  directly  in  opposition  to  these  views,  it  is  proper  that  we 
should  re-examine  the  authorities,  both  English  and  American,  to 
see  if  the  conclusion  heretofore  reached  was  arrived  at  hastily  or 
inconsiderately. 

The  common  law  of  England,  in  a  modified  form,  was  adopted 
by  the  Territorial  legislature  of  Missouri  in  1816.  So  also  were 
the  statutes  of  the  British  Parliament  in  pid  of  the  same,  made 
prior  to  the  fourth  year  of  James  I,  provided  that  neither  said 
common  law  nor  statutes  were  inconsistent  with  the  laws  of  this 
Territory  or  with  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  Stat.es, 
and  were  not  local  to  the  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain.  In  England, 
prior  to  the  Council  of  Trent,  marriage  was  regarded  in  no  other 
light  than  as  a  civil  contract,  and  the  law  treated  it  as  it  did  all 
other  contracts,  allowing  it  to  be  good  and  valid  in  all  cases,  where 
the  parties  at  the  time  of  making  it  were,  in  the  first  place, willing 
to  contract,  and  secondly,  able  to  contract,  and  lastly,  actually  did 
contract.  Any  contract  made  per  verba  de  prcesenH,  or  in  words 
of  the  present  tense,  and  in  cases  of  cohabitation  per  verba  de 
futuro,  between  persons  able  to  contract,  were,  before  the  act  of 
George  II,  deemed  a  valid  marriage.  1  Bl.  Com.,  eh.  15.  In 
Jesson  V.  Collins,  2  Salk.  437,  447,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt  says 
that  a  contract  per  verba  de  prmsentiy  was  a  marriage,  and  in  the 
same  case,  reported  in  6  Modern,  155,  he  says  that  such  a  contract 
amounts  to  an  actual  marriage,  as  if  it  had  been  in  facie  ecclesim 
— and  in  this,  all  the  court  agreed.  And  in  the  King  v.  lyihabit- 
ants  of  Brampton,  10  East,  282,  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J., 
declares  that  before  the  marriage  act  the  contract  of  marriage, 
per  verba  de  prcesenti,  would  have  bound  the  parties. 

It  is  true,  that  in  the  Queen  v.  Millis,  10  Clark  &  Finn.  682,  it 
was  maintained  by  the  judges,  that  from  the  earliest  times,  long 
prior  to  the  Council  of  Trent,  the  common  law  of  England  re- 
quired to  the  constitution  of  a  full  and  complete  marriage,  some 
religious  solemnity  ;  "  that  besides  the  civil  contract,  that  is  the 
contract  per  verba  de  prmsenti,  which  has  always  remained  the  same, 
there  has  at  all  times  been  also  a  religious  ceremony,  which  has  not 
always  remained  the  same,  but  has  varied  from  time  to  time,  ac** 
cording  to  the  variations  of  the  laws  of  the  church  ;  with  respect 
to  which  ceremony,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  whatever  at  any  time 
has  been  held  by  the  law  of  the  church  to  be  a  sufficient  religioua 
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ceremony  of  marriage,  the  same  has  at  all  times  satisfied  the  com- 
mon law  of  England  in  that  respect." 

It  is  evident  that  the  common  law  of  England,  as  thus  ex- 
pounded, was  not  uiideratood  to  be  the  common  law  introduced 
into  this  Territory  in  1816,  but  rather  as  it  was  declared  by  Sir  Wm. 
Blackstone,  in  the  extract  we  have  made  from  his  Commentaries, 
and  by  Chancellor  Kent  in  his  Commentaries,  Vol.  2,  p.  86,  when 
treating  of  the  same  subject:  "No  peculiar  ceremonies,"  says  the 
author,  **  are  requisite  hy  the  common  law  to  the  valid  celebration 
of  the  marriage.  The  consent  of  the  parties  is  all  that  is  required 
by  natural  or  public  law.  The  Roman  lawyers  strongly  inculcated 
the  doctrine  that  the  very  foundation  and  essence  of  the  contract  con- 
sisted in  consent,  freely  given  by  parties  competent  to  contract.  Nihil 
proderit  signasse  tabulas,  si  mentem  matrimonii  non  fuesse  constahit 
Nuptias^  non  concubitus,  sed  consensus  facit.  This  is  the  language 
equally  of  the  common  and  canon  law,  and  of  common  reason.  If  the 
contract  he  made  per  verba  de  pr cesenti,  s.ni  remains  without  co- 
habitation, or  if  made  j^er  verba  de  future,  and  be  followed  by  con- 
summation, it  amounts  to  a  valid  marriage,  in  the  absence  of  all 
civil  regulations  to  the  contrary,  and  which  the  parties  (being  com- 
petent as  to  age,  and  consent)  cannot  dissolve,  and  is  equally  bind- 
ing as  if  made  facie  ecclesim. 

In  Reeve's  Domestic  Relations,  p.  196,  it  is  observed  that  "there 
is  nothing  in  the  natui*e  of  a  marriage  contract  that  is  more  sacred 
than  that  of  other  contracts,  that  requires  the  interposition  of  a 
person  in  holy  orders,  or  that  it  should  be  solemnized  in  a  church. 
Every  idea  of  this  kind,  entertained  by  any  person,  has  arisen 
wholly  from  the  usurpation  of  the  church  of  Rome  on  the  rights  of 
the  civilian.  She  claimed  the  absolute  control  of  marriages,  on 
the  ground  that  marriage  was  a  sacrament,  and  belonged  wholly  to 
the  management  of  the  clergy.  The  solemnization  of  a  marriage 
by  a  clergyman  was  a  thing  never  heard  of  among  primitive  Chris- 
tians, until  Pope  Innocent  III  ordered  it  otherwise.  The  only 
ceremony  in  practice  among  them  was,  for  the  man  to  go  to  the 
house  where  the  woman  dwelt,  and,  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  to 
lead  her  away  to  his  own  house.  It  is  a  pure  civil  transaction,  to 
be  solemnized  in  such  a  manner  as  the  legislature  shall  direct, whether 
by  a  clergjrman  or  any  other  person.  ♦  »  j  apprehend 
that  by  the  provisions  of  the  common  law,  marriages  althongh  cele- 
brated by  a  person  not  qualified  by  law  or  in  a  manner  forbidden 
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Jy  laWy  arc  valid.  The  conduct  of  the  parties  concerned  has  ren- 
dered them  obnoxious  to  the  penalties  of  the  law  ;  but  such  singu- 
lar conduct  is  not  a  ground  for  impeaching  the  validity  of  the 
marriage.  Until  the  civil  wars,  during  the  reign  of  Car.  I,  noth- 
ing can  be  found  on  this  subject.  For  until  that  period  it  had  not 
been  supposed  that  any  persoi.,  but  one  in  holy  orders,  could  cele- 
brate a  marriage.  The  mode  of  pleading  was  per  presbyterum  in 
mcris  ordinibus  constitutum.  After  this  period,  and  before  the 
statute  of  George  II,  several  cases  may  be  found  which  will  cast 
light  on  this  subject  During  the  Commonwealth,  the  power  of  , 
celebrating  marriages  was  given  to  justices  of  the  peace,  and  they  j 
were  the  only  officers  whom  the  law  recognized  as  possessing 
authority  to  marry.  Yet,  during  the  existence  of  this  law  it  was  \ 
determined  that  a  marriage  celebrated  by  one  in  holy  orders,  though 
not  a  justice  of  the  peace,  was  valid.  After  the  restoration  the 
power  of  celebrating  marriages  was  committed  exclusively  to  the 
clergy  of  the  church  of  England.  And  yet  we  find  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  issuing  a  prohibition  to  the  spiritual  court,  because 
the  validity  of  a  marriage  had  in  the  face  of  a  separate  congrega- 
tion, was  questioned  in  said  court.  So,  too,  we  find  that  a  mar- 
riage by  a  preacher  in  a  separate  congregation,  who  was  a  layman, 
was  recognized  as  valid;  for,  on  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  wife 
and  children  were  admitted  to  their  distributive  shares.  *  *  * 
We  find,  also,  that  a  marriage  by  a  popish  priest  was  held  valid  ;  ' 
-and  that  in  the  strongest  possible  case  the  case  was  that  a  man 
had  been  married  by  a  popish  priest,  who,  by  law,  had  no  authority 
to  marry.'' 

Mr.  Greenleaf,  in  his  treatise  on  Evidence,  Vol.  II,  p.  531,  says: 
"  Marriage  is  a  civil  contract.juregentiumytothe  validity  of  which 
the  consent  of  parties,  able  to  contract,  is  all  that  is  required  by  natu- 
ral or  public  law.  If  the  contract  is  made  per  verba  de  prmsenii, 
though  it  is  not  consummated  by  cohabitation,  or  if  it  be  mBide  per 
verba  de  futuro,  and  be  followed  by  consummation,  it  amounts  to 
a  valid  marriage,  in  the  absence  of  all  civil  regulations  to  the  con* 
trary.  And  though  in  most,  if  not  in  all,  the  United  States,  there 
Are  statutes  regulating  the  celebration  of  marriage,  and  inflicting 
penalties  on  all  who  disobey  the  regulations,  yet  it  is  generally 
-considered  that  in  the  absence  of  any  positive  statute  declaring  that 
all  marriages  not  celebrated  in  the  prescribed  manner  shall  be 
absolutely  void,  or  that  none  but  certain  magistrates  or  ministers 
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shall  solemnize  a  marriage,  any  marriage  regularly  made  according 
to  the  common  law,  without  observing  the  statutory  regulations, 
would  still  be  a  valid  marriage." 

Mr.  Bishop,  in  his  treatise  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  declares 
that ''  the  doctrine  has  become  established  that  a  marriage,  good 
at  the  common  law,  is  good,  notwithstanding  the  existence  of  any 
statute  on  the  subject,  unless  the  statute  contains  express  words  of 
nullity.  This  rule  applies  not  only  to  the  statute  as  a  whole,  but 
to  the  several  parts  of  it;  so  that,  if  it  declares  the  marriage  void 
for  non-compliance  with  a  particular  provision,  it  is  good  notwith- 
standing a  failure  to  comply  with  any  other  provision.  This  rule, 
like  most  other  rules  now  well  settled,  has  struggled  against  some 
doubts  and  uncertainties,  but  it  seems  never  (unless  we  except  a 
Massachusetts  decision,  to  which  we  shall  presently  refer)  to  have 
been  discarded  in  actual  adjudication."  The  exceptional  case 
referred  to  is,  Milford  v.  Worcester,  7  Mass.  48.  Passing  from  the 
text-books,  we  proceed  to  refer  to  a  few  of  the  leading  decisions  in 
this  country,  referred  to  by  Mr.  Bishop,  as  supporting  the  position 
stated  in  the  above  quotation. 

In  the  case  of  Ferrie  v.  T1i,e  Public  Administrator y  3  Bradf- 
151,  in  the  Surrogate  Court  in  New  York,  a  case  elaborately  dis- 
cussed by  eminent  counsel,  the  learned  surrogate  declared  the  fol- 
lowing doctrine  as  the  basis  of  his  decision:  "Marriage,  in  its  ori- 
gin, is  a  contract  of  natural  law,  and  in  civil  society  is  a  civil  contract, 
requiring  no  form  of  ceremony,  unless  imposed  by  the  local  law, 
and  hence,  when  the  law  directs  the  ceremony  to  be  conducted  in 
a  prescribed  manner,  a  failure  to  comply  with  such  forms  does  not 
affect  the  validity  of  the  contract,  unless  such  effect  he  expressly^ 
declared  by  statute.*'     This  case  was  decided  in  1855. 

In  Dumaresly  v.  Fishlyy  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  370,  decided  in  1821, 
Boyle,  C.  J.,  said:  "  Marriage  is  nothing  but  a  conti'act;  and  to 
render  it  valid,  it  is  only  necessary,  upon  the  principles  of  natural  law, 
that  the  parties  should  be  able  to  contract,  willing  to  contract,  and 
should  actually  contract.  A  marriage  thus  made,  without  cere- 
mony, was,  according  to  the  simplicity  of  the  ancient  common  law, 
deemed  valid  to  all  purposes;  and  such  continued  to  be  the  law  of 
England  until  the  time  of  Pope  Innocent  III,  when  the  ceremony 
of  celebrating  marriage  in  facie  ecclesim  was  first  introduced  into 
that  country." 

Judge  Mills  dissented  in  the  case — but  upoi  the  ground  that 
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the  common  law  of  England  was  only  adopted  in  Kentucky  so  far 
as  it  was  compatible  with  the  spirit  of  our  government ;  and  that 
the  subjection  of  the  English  common-law  judges  to  the  usurpa- 
tions of  ecclesiastical  judicatures  induced  the  doctrine  that  words 
alone,  without  cohabitation,  constituted  marriage.  Thereupon, 
Judge  Mills  says:  **  I  would  say  that  a  marriage  executed  accord- 
ing to  the  fomjs  of  law  should  be  binding  at  all  events,  and  that 
those  made  in  other  modes  should  require  consummation,  evi- 
denced by  cohabitation;  while  those  that  exist  in  bare  words,  and 
which  had  the  offer  of  consummation  on  one  side  and  a  refusal 
on  the  other,  I  would  leave  the  locus  poenitenttce  to  the  party 
rejected." 

In  Hutchins  v.  Kimmell,  31  Mich.  127,  decided  in  1875,  Judge 
CooLEY  declares  it  to  be  the  law  of  Michigan  that  where  parties 
agree  presently  to  take  each  other  for  husband  and  wife,  whatever 
the  form  of  ceremony,  or  if  all  ceremony  be  dispensed  with,  and 
from  that  time  live  together  professedly  in  that  relation,  this  con- 
stitutes a  valid  marriage.  And  the  judge  adds:  "  This  has  become 
the  settled  doctrine  of  the  American  courts;  the  few  cases  of  dis- 
sent, or  apparent  dissent,  being  borne  down  by  a  great  weight  of 
authority  in  favor  of  the  rule  as  we  have  stated  it."  And  the  judge 
cites  cases  in  New  York,  Pennsylvania,  New  Jersey,  Vermont, 
Ohio,  North  Carolina,  New  Hampshire,  Tennessee,  Maryland,  Ala- 
bama, Kentucky,  California  and  Louisiana,  in  support  of  this 
position. 

The  case  of  Londonderry  v.  Chester,  2  N.  H.  268,  was  decided 
in  1820.  In  that  case,  C.  J.  Woodbury  says:  "  The  form  of  the 
contract  of  marriage,  as  a  mere  civil  transaction,  is  well  enough 
^established.  Thus,  if  it  be  per  verba  in  fuUiro,  the  contract  is 
executory,  and  if  not  afterward  executed,  an  action  lies  for  dam- 
ages alone,  though  formerly  this  kind  of  a  contract  was  specifically 
enforced  by  ecclesiastical  courts,  and  its  existence  was  considered  a 
good  cause  of  a  divorce.  But  if  the  contract  be  per  verba  de  prcB- 
setUi,  the  marriage  is  complete;  and  if  the  parties,  being  in  other 
respects  competent  to  contract,  and  not  being  influenced  by  fraud 
or  force,  employ  such  words,  they  become,  by  the  operation  of  the 
contract  alone,  husband  and  wife,  and  are  liable  to  the  duties  of 
their  new  relation."  And  Judge  Woodbury  adds:  "Under  this 
view,  the  purity  and  sacredness  of  the  marriage  contract  will 
remain  no  less,  but  rather  more  inviolate,  than  under  a  different 
Vol.  XXVII— 47 
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construction.  For  now  the  contract  will  never  be  annulled  for  any 
accidental  or  designed  irregularity,  not  extending  to  the  essential 
grounds  of  the  contract.  And  it  is  a  matter  oC  deep  concern  to 
the  public,  that  when  a  contract  which  changes  so  thoroughly  the 
relations  of  the  parties  to  the  community  is  first  executed  by  them 
with  deliberation  and  afterward  consummated  by  cohabitation,  it 
should  not  be  lightly  dissolved,  and  every  thing  done  under  it 
annulled." 

Pearson  \.  Howeyy  6  Halst.  (N.  J.)  17,  was  decided  in  1829. 
In  that  case  Judge  Foed  says:  "  The  parties  thus  joined  together 
were  not  related  within  any  prohibited  degree,  nor  under  any  disa- 
bility for  want  of  age  or  understanding.  They  were  free,  able  and 
willing,  as  it  respected  themselves,  and  they  contracted  marriage 
in  words  of  the  present  tense,  taking  each  other  as  husband  and 
wife.  I  consider  it  to  have  been  long  and  fully  settled  in  law  that 
such  is  a  valid  marriage.  It  is  a  maxim  of  the  common  law,  as 
ancient  as  the  law  itself,  that  consensus  non  conciihitu$  faclt  nupiias. 
It  is  the  contract  makes  the  marriage.  Such,  also,  has  always  been 
the  law  or  maxim  of  the  church  in  all  ages,  as  well  as  the  common 
law.  Courts  of  justice  are  not  authorized  to  alter  the  law,  without 
legislative  authority  in  any  case,  and  most  assuredly  not  in  the 
case  of  such  universal  importance."  Judge  Ford  proceeds  to  cite 
authorities  from  the  ancient  English  adjudications,  and  then  pro- 
ceeds :  **It  was  never  held  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  con- 
tract that  it  should  be  made  in  a  particular  place  or  in  the  pres- 
ence of  one  person  more  than  another,  provided  it  couid  be  suffi- 
ciently proved."  ♦  ♦  '^  The  common  law  requires  nothing 
more  of  parties  who  are  under  no  legal  disability,  than  proof  of  a 
contract,  made  in  words  of  the  present  time."  *  ♦  *<  gut 
though  the  common  law  requires  nothing  more  than  a  contract, 
still  the  proof  of  it  is  indispensably  necessary,  because  if  it  cannot 
be  proved  it  is  the  same  as  none,  and  will  be  treated  as  none,  from 
whence  arises  the  heavy  obligation  which  parties  lie  under  to  them- 
selves of  solemnizing  it  before  one  or  more  competent  and  credible 
witnesses,  such  as  parents,  relations,  friends  or  neighbors.  *  * 
But  though  the  common  law  requires  proof  of  the  contract  of  mar- 
riage, it  does  not  specify  who  shall  be  the  witnesses,  any  more  than 
who  shall  be  in  case  of  a  will,  a  deed  or  a  bond.  *  *  W. 
H.  was  as  competent  to  prove  it  as  a  magistrate,  a  clergyman,  oi 
i^ligious  society,  according  to  the  most  established  principles  of 
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the  common  law,  which  the  Constitution  of  this  State  makes  the 
common  law  of  the  land,  except  so  far  as  it  may  be  repealed  or 
altered  from  time  to  time  by  the  legislature.  The  question  then 
is,  whether  the  legislature  has  ever  repealed  or  altered  the  law  of 
marriage.  Now  our  whole  statute  book  shows  but  one  act  concern- 
ing marriages,  which  is  to  be  found  in  Bev.  Laws^  181^  and  it  enacts 
Hhat  every  justice  of  the  peace  of  this  State,'  every  'stated  and 
ordained  minister  of  the  gospel,'  and  '  every  religious  society  accord- 
ing to  its  rule,'  shall  be  empowered  to  solemnize  marriages.  This 
law  does  not  prohibit  otiier  persons  from  solemnizing  them^  as  they 
always  had  a  right  to  do  before  the  law  was  enacted. 

It  contains  no  express  words  of  prohibition  nor  any  implication 
to  that  effect.  To  solemnize  means  nothing  more  than  to  bo  pres- 
ent at  a  marriage  contract,  in  order  that  it  may  have  due  publica- 
tion, before  a  third  person  or  persons,  for  the  sake  of  notoriety  and 
the  certainty  of  its  being  made.  To  solemnize  or  celebrate  means 
nothing  more,  and  may  be  done  before  parents,  friends  or  strangers, 
able  to  testify  to  the  fact ;  but  where  there  is  only  one  witness, 
who  may  die  at  any  moment,  the  parties  incur  an  awful  risk  of  los- 
ing the  only  evidence  of  the  marriage,  and  thereby  of  bastardizing 
their  innocent  offspring,  and  of  losing  the  great  marital  rights  of 
protection  and  pix)perty.  Bat  in  point  of  mere  legal  competency 
for  witnessing  or  solemnizing  a  contract  of  marriage,  the  law  has 
made  no  distinction  of  persons.  Thus,  justices  of  the  peace,  minis- 
ters of  the  gospel,  religious  societies,  not  only  had  the  power  like 
all  other  persons  to  witness  and  solemnize  marriages,  but  they  actu- 
ally exercised  this  power,  long  before  the  present  act  was  passed, 
which  proves  that  they  always  had  the  right  to  do  it  at  common 
law,  and  as  this  act  gave  them  no  new  power  so  it  took  none  away. 
But  suppose  this  act  had  gone  to  the  whole  extent  of  declaring 
that  no  other  person  or  persons  should  solemnize  marriages,  except 
those  mentioned  in  it,  such  other  persons  would  commit  an  offense 
against  the  act  by  solemnizing  marriages,  for  which  they  might  be 
punished,  but  still  the  marriage  contract  between  the  parties  them- 
selves would  remain  valid.  During  the  Commonwealth  of  Eng- 
land, Parliament  passed  a  law  requiring  all  marriages  to  be  solem- 
nized by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  yet  a  marriage  solemnized  as 
before  a  clergyman  was  holden  by  all  their  courts  to  be  valid, 
between  the  parties,  though  the  clergyman  was  punishable.  So 
the  solemnization  of  marriage  in  England,  before  a  popish  priest,  was 
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always  holden  valid,  as  between  the  parties,  though  the  statute  prohib- 
ited such  priest  from  doing  it,  and  for  the  act  he  was  exposed  to  pun- 
ishment. See  the  cases  collected  on  this  subject  in  Reeves'  Dom.  BeL 
198.  Our  act  empowers  an  ordained  ministerof  the  gospel  to  solemnize 
marriages  ;  but  suppose  a  minister  of  the  gospel  should  do  it  before 
he  is  ordained,  can  any  person  believe  that  the  marriage  itself  would 
be  invalid,  and  that  either  of  the  parties  might  go  away  and  any 
time  afterward  contract  new  alliances  ?  Our  statute  prohibits 
ministers  of  the  gospel  from  solemnizing  the  marriage  of  persons 
under  age,  without  the  consent  of  parents  or  guardians,  under  a 
heavy  penalty;  but  this  does  not  render  the  marriage  void  ;  on  the 
contrary,  it  remains  sacred  and  inviolable,  and  is  the  very  thing 
that  aggravates  the  offense.  What,  then,  it  may  be  asked,  was  the 
public  use  of  the  act  in  question,  if  justices  of  the  peace,  clergymen 
and  religious  societies  had  power  to  solemnize  marriages  as  well 
before  the  passing  of  it  as  since  ?  I  answer,  that  they  were  the 
persons  who  had  been  resorted  to  by  almost  all  classes  of  society,  Jis 
if  by  universal  custom,  to  be  witnesses  of  this  solemnity,  on  account 
of  the  gravity  and  respectability  of  their  characters,  and  one  of  the 
uses  of  this  invaluable  statute  was,  to  compel  them  to  make  a  record 
of  all  these  marriages  by  certifying  them  into  the  clerk's  office  of 
the  county,  there  to  remain  of  record  to  future  times,  to  effect  the 
most  public  as  well  as  private  interests.  *  *  The  withering 
effects  of  declaring  a  marriage  null  and  void,  from  the  beginning 
have  been  sufficient  to  appall,  not  courts  of  justice  only,  but  courts 
of  the  church,  in  all  ages,  where  the  parties  had  taken  each  other 
as  husband  and  wife,  by  words  of  solemn  contract  in  the  present 
tense,  in  the  presence  of  credible  witness  or  witnesses,  and  the 
contract  could  be  fully  proved.  The  British  Parliament  have 
lately  repealed  their  old  common  law,  by  prescribing  the  manner 
in  which  marriage  shall  be  solemnized,  and  adding  an  express 
clause  that  marriage  in  any  other  form  shall  be  void,  but  it  is  ob- 
noxious to  the  country,  to  the  wisest  and  best  and  most  virtuous 
men  among  them,  as  well,  it  would  seem,  as  to  their  courts  of  jus- 
tice, and  it  is  yet  a  problem  whether  they  will  not  connive  at  the 
evasion  of  it." 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  above  was  the  opinion  of  Judge 
FoED  alone,  the  other  judges  not  expressing  any  dissent  thereto, 
but  declining  to  express  any  opinion,  except  upon  the  precise  |K)int 
involved   in  the  case,  which  was  the  validity  of  a  marriage  sol- 
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emnized  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  outside  of  his  territorial  juris- 
diction. But  I  have  copied  largely  from  Judge  Ford's  opinion, 
because  it  is  frequently  referred  to  with  approbation,  not  only  in 
text-books,  but  in  subsequent  adjudications,  as  an  able  discussion 
of  the  subject. 

The  case  of  Rodebaugh  v.  Sankn,  2  Watts,  11,  was  decided  in 
1833.  GiBSOK,  0.  J.,  in  that  case,  observes  :  "  Many  provisions  in 
the  act  of  1700  and  1729,  though  doubtless  wholesome  when  they 
were  enacted,  are  ill-adapted  to  the  habits  and  customs  of  society 
as  they  now  exist.  It  is  not  too  much  to  say,  that  a  rigid  execu- 
tion of  them  would  bastardize  a  vast  majority  of  the  child n^n 
which  have  been  bom  in  the  State  for  half  a  century,  for  if  the 
clause  which  requires  that  'all  marriages'  shall  be  solemnized  by 
taking  each  other  to  husband  and  wife  before  'twelve  witnesses/ 
were  taken  according  to  its  natural  import  for  a  declaration  of 
what  shall  be  a  legal  marriage  and  what  not,  it  would  follow  that 
a  marriage  contracted  in  any  other  form  or  way  is  void.  To  escape 
from  a  conclusion  imputative  of  guilt  to  the  parties  and  destructive 
of  the  civil  rights  of  their  offspring,  it  is  necessury  to  hold  not  only 
this  clause,  but  those  which  require  a  certificate  of  marriage  under 
the  hands  of  the  parties  and  the  twelve  witnesses,  to  be  registered 
in  the  proper  office,  as  well  as  publication  of  banns  by  posting  on 
the  church  or  court-house  doors,  with  other  matters  fallen  into 
disuse,  to  be  but  directory." 

In  1845,  in  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  at  Philadelphia  {Na- 
than^ s  Case,  2  Brewster,  149),  Judge  Parsons  says:  "It  seems  to  be 
clearly  settled  in  the  United  States,  that  marriage  is  but  a  civil 
contract,  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  clergyman  or  magistrate 
should  be  present  to  give  validity  to  the  marriage  ;  and  if  the  con- 
tract be  made  per  verba  deprcssentiy  and  remains  without  cohabita- 
tion, or  if  made  per  verba  de  futuro,  and  is  followed  by  con- 
summation, it  amounts  to  a  valid  marriage,  which  the  parties,  being 
competent  as  to  age  and  consent,  cannot  dissolve,  and  is  equally 
binding  as  if  made  in  facie  ecclesim.  The  question  has  been  very 
fully  considered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  State,  and  held  to 
be  the  law  here,  that  marriage  is  a  civil  contract,  which  may  be 
completed  by  any  words  in  the  present  tense,  without  regard  to 
form,  nor  is  it  absolutely  necessary  to  be  done  before  a  clergyman 
or  a  magistrate." 

In  Richard  v.  Brehm,  23   P.  P.   Smith,  140,  decided  by  the 
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Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  in  1873,  Mercuh,  J.,  observed: 
"  Marriage  is  a  civil  contract,  jure  gentium,  to  the  validity  of  which 
the  consent  of  parties,  able  to  contract,  is  all  that  is  required  by 
natural  or  public  law.  If  the  contract  is  made  pei'  verba  de  prca- 
senti,  though  it  is  not  consummated  by  cohabitation,  or  if  it  be 
m%de  per  verba  de  futuro,  &nd  be  followed  by  consummation,  it 
amounts  to  a  valid  marriage,  in  the  absence  of  all  civil  regulations 
to  the  contrary.  The  fact  of  marriage  may  be  proved  by  comi)e- 
tent  and  satisfactory  evidence.  *  *  Marriage  is  in  law  a  civil 
contract,  not  requiring  any  particular  form  of  solemnization  before 
officers  of  church  or  State." 

The  case  of  Bissel  v.  Bissel,  55  Barb.  326,  wan  decided  in  18G9. 
It  is  there  said:  '^  It  is  well  settled  that  no  religious  ceremony,  or 
form  of  any  description,  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  marriage. 
All  that  is  requisite  is  that  the  parties  should  be  capable  of  con- 
tracting, and  that  they  should  Jictually  contract  to  be  husband  and 
wife.  A  mere  agreement  to  marry  at  some  future  time,  followed 
by  cohabitation,  will  not  constitute  a  marriage,  but  an  agreement, 
made  in  the  present  tense,  whereby  the  parties  assume  toward  each 
other  the  marital  relation,  is  an  actual  marriage.  This  agreement 
may  be  written  or  verbal,  with  or  without  witnesses,  and  may  be 
proved  like  any  other  contract;  when  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of 
a  court  of  justice,  it  constitutes  a  lawful  marriage."' 

The  case  of  Newbury  v.  Brunswick,  2  Vt.  159,  was  decided  in 
1829.  Paddock,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  a  part  of 
which  is  as  follows:  *^  To  marry  is  one  of  the  rights  of  human 
nature,  instituted  in  a  state  of  innocence  for  the  protection  thereof, 
and  was  ordained  by  the  great  Lawgiver  of  the  universe,  and  not 
to  be  prohibited  by  man.  Yet  human  forms  and  regulations  are 
necessary  for  the  safety  and  security  of  the  community;  but  those 
forms  and  regulations  are  to  be  within  the  reach  of  every  person 
wishing  to  use  them;  and  if  they  are  not,  other  forms  and  customs 
will  be  substituted;  and  such  was  the  case  in  this  instance.  Before 
the  days  of  Pope  Innocent  III  solemn  ization  of  marriages  in  churches 
was  not  known.  After  the  agreement  to  cohabit,  the  man  led  the 
woman  to  his  habitation,  which  was  all  the  ceremony  then  in  use. 
♦  *  *  It  must,  however,  be  admitted  that  great  convenience  is 
experienced  from  the  celebration  of  marriages  before  constituted 
authorities,  for  it  not  only  furnishes  proof  of  the  best  description, 
but  the  preservation  of  it  is  directed  by  statute,  and  easily  attained 
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when  needed.  But  the  law,  treating  the  marriage  agreement  of 
the  parties  as  the  marriage,  regulating  only  the  manner  and  form 
of  celebrating  it  and  preserving  the  evidence  thereof,  admits  proof 
other  than  the  copy  of  the  registry  or  record  of  the  magistrate  or 
witnesses  —  the  declaration  of  the  man  or  woman,  the  continued 
understanding  of  friends,  and  cohabitation  as  evidence  of  the  fact 
—  and  as  neivher  our  statute  (nor  that  of  26  George  11)  declares 
that  marriage  was  void  which  was  not  consummated  according  to 
the  provisions  of  them,  no  sound  reason  can  be  offered  why  the 
covenants  and  agreements  of  marriage  between  H.  and  P.  per  verba 
de  prmsentiy  followed  by  cohabitation,  should  not  be  deemed  as 
valid,  to  every  intent,  as  though  made  before  the  altar,  specially  as 
it  is  viewed,  both  in  this  State  and  in  England,  in  no  other  light 
than  as  a  civil  contract." 

The  case  of  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  6  La.  (0.  S.)  4G3,  was  decided  in 
1833.  In  that  case.  Judge  BuLLARDsays:  '^Marriage  is  regarded 
by  our  law  in  no  other  light  than  as  a  civil  contract,  highly  favored 
and  depending  essentially  on  the  free  consent  of  the  parties  capa- 
ble by  law  of  contracting.  Our  Code  does  not  declare  null  a  marri- 
age not  preceded  by  a  license,  and  not  evidenced  by  an  act  signed 
by  a  certain  number  of  witnesses  and  the  parties  ;  nor  does  it  make 
such  an  act  exclusive  evidence  of  the  marriage.  These  laws  relat- 
ing to  forms  and  ceremonies,  here  regarded  as  directory  to  those 
alone  who  are  authorized  to  celebrate  marriages,  are  intended  to 
guard  against  hasty  and  inconsiderate  marriages  in  defiance  of 
parental  authority.  Like  all  other  contracts,  it  may  be  proved  by 
any  species  of  evidence  not  prohibited  by  law,  which  does  not  pre- 
suppose a  higher  species  of  evidence  within  the  power  of  the  party." 

The  case  of  CamphelVs  Admr.  v.  Gullntt,  43  Ala.  57,  was  decided 
in  1869.  The  Alabama  statute  resembled  the  Missouri  statute, 
except  that  it  declared  positively  ^*  that  no  marriage  shall  be  solem- 
nized without  a  license  issued  by  the  judge  of  probate  of  the 
county  where  the  female  resides  ;"  yet  the  court  held  in  that  case 
as  follows  :  "  Such  laws  do  not  declare  marriages,  not  solemnized 
in  accordance  with  their  provisions,  invalid.  We,  therefore,  do  not 
feel  authorized  to  do  what  the  laws  themselves  have  not  done,  but  we 
hold  that  in  this  State,  a  marriage  not  celebrated  in  conformity 
with  the  said  laws  on  marriages,  that  is,  celebrated  without  a 
license  issued  by  a  judge  of  probate  or  not  by  any  one  of  the  per- 
sons or  religions  societies  named   in  such  law,  or  without  comply- 
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ing  with  other  provisions  of  said  law^  is  not  to  be  declared  invalidy 
provided  the  requirements  of  the  common  law  have  been  substan- 
tially complied  with  ;  in  other  words,  that  a  marriage  good  at  the 
common  law  is  a  valid  marriage  in  this  State."  In  ffargroves, 
Admr,  v.  Thompson^  31  Miss.  211,  decided  in  1856,  Hardy,  J., 
observed  :  ''There  is  nothing  in  the  statutes  of  Mississippi  directly 
rendering  marriages,  conducted  without  the  observance  of  the 
nile  therein  prescribed,  illegal  and  void,  and  the  rule  which  has 
been  sanctioned  in  reference  to  marriages  not  solemnized  accord- 
ing to  statutory  regulations  is,  that  even  prohibitory  words  in  a 
marriage  act  will  not  authorize  an  inference  of  the  nullity  of  the 
marriage,  unless  the  nullity  is  declared  by  the  act ;  and  although 
persons  who  may  violate  the  forms  required  by  the  statutes  in 
solemnizing  marriages,  may  be  liable  to  the  penalties  provided  for 
the  non-compliance,  yet  marriages  contracted  without  a  conform- 
ity to  such  regulations  are  generally  held  to  be  valid,  if  made 
between  parties  capable  by  the  common  law  of  contracting  them, 
unless  the  statutes  positively  declare  that  marriage,  not  con- 
ducted in  conformity  with  their  provisions,  shall  be  void.  We  think 
this  is  the  proper  construction  to  be  given  to  our  statutes  on  this 
subject,  wliich  appear  to  be  similar  in  their  provisions  to  the  stat- 
utes of  other  States  in  which  this  construction  has  been  adopted/' 

In  Carmichael  v.  The  State^  12  Ohio  St.  553,  it  was  held  that 
where  parties  openly  and  mutually  covenanted  to  a  contract  of 
present  marriage —  then  to  become  husband  and  wife — and  there- 
after cohabited  as  such,  it  was  a  legal  marriage,  and  the  man  was 
liable  to  prosecution  for  bigamy,  if  he  had  been  married  before  and 
his  wife  was  still  living. 

In  Graham  v.  Bennet,  2  Cal.  503,  decided  in  1852,  the  same  doc- 
trine is  asserted.  In  Tennessee  (see  Bashaw  v.  T%e  State,  1 
Yerg.  183)  the  statute  required  a  publication  of  banns  or  a  license 
from  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  governor,  and  enacted  *'  that 
all  marriages  solemnized  as  aforesaid,  without  such  license  first  had, 
shall  be  and  are  hereby  declared  illegal  and  void,*^  And  the  court 
held,  Peck,  J.,  dissenting,  that  a  marriage  celebrated  without  a 
license  or  without  publication  of  banns  was  void.  This  act  was 
passed  in  1766,  and  before  the  separation  from  North  Carolina. 
Hence,  the  decision  in  North  Carolina  in  6  Ired.  23,  State  v.  Rob- 
bins.  So  that,  as  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  discover,  the  only 
decision  in  the  United  States  conflicting  with  the  general  doctrine 
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stated  by  Mr.  Bishop,  is  tlie  case  in  7th   Massachusetts  Reports, 
heretofore  referred  to. 

These  extracts  are  probably  sufficient  to  show  the  general  current 
of  American  authority,  and  would  seem  to  justify  our  conclusion, 
stare  super  antiquas  vias.  Our  statutes  are  essentially  like  those 
of  the  States  from  whose  courts  opinions  have  been  quoted,  and  in 
some  respects  less  stringent  than  many  others.  There  is,  at  all 
events,  no  positive  declaration  in  our  statute  that  a  marriage  not 
celebrated  or  solemnized  before  a  magistrate  or  minister  of  the  gos- 
pel shall  be  void.  It  will  not  be  understood  that  we  assent  to  all 
the  positions  assumed  by  those  judges  and  writers  from  whom  we 
have  quoted  ;  we  merely  conclude  from  these  authorities,  as  well 
as  upon  general  principles  and  public  policy,  that  the  instructions 
of  the  circuit  judge  were  correct.  Nothing  is  said  in  these  instruc- 
tions as  to  the  efficacy  of  a  promise  to  marry  at  some  future  time  ; 
nothing  is  declared  as  to  the  value  of  a  promise  in  verba  de  prce- 
senti,  unless  followed  by  cohabitation,  and  unless  the  parties  inten- 
ded a  present  marriage.  If  an  affirmative  response  was  given  by 
the  jury  to  the  question  propounded  by  the  court,  there  was  a  con- 
tract of  present  marriage  —  openly  made  before  the  mother  and 
brothers  of  the  woman,  and  several  strangers  to  the  family  —  fol- 
lowed by  cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife.  That  the  husband, 
in  pursuing  his  avocation,  determined  to  join  Major  Long's 
exploration  party  to  the  Rocky  Mountains,  could  hardly  be 
regarded  as  a  very  strong  proof  of  predetermined  bad  faith,  nor  his 
subsequent  marriage,  five  years  afterward.  These  were  matters, 
however,  for  the  jury  to  pass  on.  The  jury  were  required  to  find 
that  the  parties  contemplated  no  further  ceremony  to  completely 
constitute  the  conjugal  relation  between  them,  and  that  they,  at 
the  time  they  stood  up  with  joined  hands,  on  the  floor  of  Mrs.  Col- 
lins' boarding-house,  intended  to  become  and  believed  that  they 
had  become  husband  and  wife. 

We  will  not  be  understood  as  giving  any  opinion  in  regard  to  a 
contract  of  marriage  in  verba  defuturo,  followed  by  cohabitation, 
since  the  facts  in  the  present  case  require  none  on  that  question. 
10  Ohio  St  181. 

[Omitting  a  minor  point.] 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  is  reversed  and  the  case 
f^manded  to  the  Circuit  Court.    The  other  judges  concur. 

Judgment  reversed. 
Vol.  XXVII— 48 
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Phelps  v.  MgNeelt. 

(66  Mo.  664.) 

PaHnerthip  —  assumption  by  one  partner  of  debts  and  pledge  of  property  fo¥ 

his  own  debt. 

A  partner  in  an  insolvent  firm  sold  his  interest  to  his  copartner,  who  assamed 
the  firm  debts.  The  latter  deeded  all  the  firm  property  to  secure  a  debt  of  his 
own  accruinic  previous  to  the  dissolution.  Held,  that  a  creditor  of  the  firm 
was  entitled  to  payment  out  of  such  property  before  the  individual  creditor, 
and  as  to  the  firm  creditor  such  deed  was  void. 

PROCEEDINGS  to  determine  right  to  personal  property.    The 
opinion  states  the  facts. 

J.  D.  Stro7igy  for  appellant,  cited  Caldwell  v.  Scotty  64  N.  H.  414 
Tenmy  v.  Johnson,  43  id.  144  ;  Rogers  v.  Batchelory  12  Pet.  230 
Sauntry  v.  Dunlap,  12  Wis.  364  ;  Conroy  v.  Woods,  13  Cal.  631 
Story  on  Partnership,  97;  Taft  v.  Buff  urn,  14  Pick.  3*^2;  Clark  v. 
Houghto7i,  12  Gray,  38;  Pierce  v.  Wilson,  2  Iowa,  20. 

S.  B,  Carter,  for  respondent. 

Norton,  J.  The  appellant  in  this  case  brought  his  suit  by  attach- 
ment against  the  firm  of  Clark  &  Bowers,  in  the  Buchanan  Court 
of  Common  Pleas.  The  attachment  was  levied  upon  certain  ^oods 
and  chattels,  as  the  property  of  the  firm.  The  respondent,  Phelps, 
appeared  and  filed  an  interplea  in  which  he  claimed  a  portion  of 
the  property  thus  levied  upon,  under  a  deed  of  trust  executed  by 
Clark,  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  debt  which  Clark  owed  one 
Cooper.  The  answer  to  this  denied  the  right  of  Phelps  to  the 
property,  or  that  Clark  owed  Cooper,  or  had  ever  executed  a  note, 
and  alleged  that  the  deed  of  trust  was  without  consideration,  was 
fraudulent,  and  was  made  to  hinder  and  delay  the  creditors  of 
Clark  &  Bowers.  The  venue  of  the  cause  was  changed  to  the 
Andrew  Circuit  Court,  where,  upon  a  trial,  judgment  was  rendered 
in  favor  of  plaintiff,  Phelps,  from  which  the  defendant  has  ap- 
pealed to  this  court,  motions  for  new  trial  and  in  arrest  of  judgment 
having  been  overruled.  The  defendant  seeks  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment because  of  the  alleged  errors  of  the  court  in  receiving  and  re- 
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jecting  evidence,  and  in  giving  and  refusing  instrucfcions.  The 
objection  made  to  the  reception  in  evidence  of  the  deed  of  trust,  and 
the  return  of  the  sheriff  showing  what  property  had  been  seized  by 
him  by  virtue  of  the  attachment  writ,  arc  too  frivolous  and  technical 
to  require  further  notice,  than  to  say  that  they  were  properly  over- 
ruled. Defendant  offered  to  prove  the  contents  and  appearance  of 
a  memorandum  book  which  had  been  produced  by  Cooper  on  a  for- 
mer trial.  This  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  the  book  itself 
was  the  best  evidence,  and  until  its  absence  or  loss,  if  lost,  was  ac- 
counted for,  the  evidence  offered  was  but  secondary.  The  court 
ruled  properly  in  excluding  this  evidence,  defendant  not  having 
laid  the  proper  foundation  for  its  introduction.  Besides  this,  wit- 
nesses Orubb  and  Strong  were  allowed  to  state  what  Cooper  had 
testified  to  in  regard  to  it  at  a  former  trial  of  the  cause.  Cooper 
having  been  previously  asked  what  he  had  sworn  to  concerning  it 
on  said  trial. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  shows  that  prior  to  the  14th  of  March, 
1871,  Clark  and  Bowers  were  partners  in  conducting  a  saloon  in 
St  Joseph,  and  that  they  were  indebted  on  partnership  account  to 
defendant  McNeely  in  the  sum  of  $387.10.  On  that  day  Bowers 
sold  to  Clark  his  interest  in  the  partnership  business  and  property 
on  the  following  terms,  viz. :  Clark  was  to  pay  Bowers  the  sum  of 
$125,  and  pay  all  the  partnership  debts,  the  principal  one  of  which 
was  the  debt  due  to  McNeely.  The  evidence  strongly  tends  to 
show  that  it  was  understood  at  the  time,  and  previous  to  the  con- 
summation of  the  bargain  between  Clark  &  Bowers,  that  Clark 
was  to  execute  a  mortgage  on  the  property  to  secure  McNeely 'a 
debt,  and  that  McNeely  was,  in  that  event,  to  release  Bowers  and 
look  to  Clark  for  his  debt;  that  Clark  on  the  same  day,  and  prior 
to  the  consummation  of  the  agreement  between  Clark  &  Bowers, 
had  told  McNeely  that  Bowers  would  not  sell  to  him  unless  he, 
McNeely,  would  release  Bowers,  and  promised  to  execute  to  Mc- 
Neely a  mortgage  if  he  would  release  Bowers,  and  that  McNeely 
agreed  to  do  this  when  the  mortgage  should  bo  executed  ;  that  on 
the  14th  of  March,  1871,  Bowers  executed  and  delivered  a  writing 
to  Clark  which  recited  the  dissolution,  and  the  fact  that  he  had 
sold  his  interest  to  Clark  for  the  consideration  of  $125,  and  the 
further  consideration  that  he  should  pay  the  partnership  debts.  The 
evidence  also  tends  to  show  that  at  the  time  this  agreement  was  made 
Clark  was  indebted  to  Cooper  in  the  sum  of  about  $600  as  his  own 
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individual  private  debt;  that  a  portion  of  this  debt  was  for  money 
loaned  by  Clark  to  enable  him  to  buy  Bowers'  interest  in  the  firm, 
and  $83  of  it  was  applied  to  the  payment  of  rent  then  due  by  the 
firm,  and  for  which  McNeely  was  bound  as  security.  Clark 
swears  that  he  told  McNeel  v  he  had  borrowed  this  money  of  Cooper, 
and  McNeely  testifies  to  tht  ontrary,  and  that  Clark  told  him  he  had 
boiTOwed  the  money  of  one  Gill.  The  evidence  shows  that  Clark 
-&  Bowers  were  at  that  time,  and  still  are,  insolvent,  and  that  Clark 
did  not  execute  a  mortgage  to  McNeely;  that  on  the  16th  of  March, 
1871,  two  days  after  the  dissolution,  Clark  executed  to  Phelps,  the 
plaintiff,  a  deed  of  trust  on  the  partnership  property,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  Clark's  individual  debt  of  $600  to  Cooper;  that 
Cooper  had,  about  one  week  prior  to  the  dissolution,  applied  to 
Clark  and  requested  him  to  execute  a  mortgage  to  secure  his  debt 
The  chief  error  complained  of,  and  brought  to  our  attention, 
was  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  give  the  following  instruction:  "  If 
the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  on  or  about  the  14th  day 
of  March,  1871,  defendants  Clark  &  Bowers  (in  the  attachment 
suit)  were  copartners  in  business,  and  as  such  copartners  were 
the  owners  of  the  property  in  controversy  herein,  and  that  at  the 
time  they  were  insolvent,  and  had  no  other  property  or  assets  with 
which  to  pay  their  firm  debts;  that  said  Clark  &  Bowers  were  at 
the  time,  as  such  partners,  indebted  to  said  J.  D.  McNeely  in  about 
the  sum  of  $387.10,  and  that  with  the  knowledge  of  these  facts, 
Clark  purchased  of  Bowers  his  interest  in  the  partnership  effects 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  said  Clark  to  transfer  said  partner- 
ship property  to  interpleader,  Phelps,  to  secure  the  payment  of  an 
individual  debt  due  from  Clark  to  Cooper,  and  that,  in  pursuance 
of  such  purpose  on  the  part  of  Clark,  the  deed  of  trust  read  in  evi- 
dence was  executed  to  secure  the  debt  due  from  Clark  to  Cooper, 
then  such  transfer  from  Clark  to  Phelps  was  fraudulent  and  void 
as  to  said  McNeely,  and  the  jury  will  find  for  defendant  in  the 
interplea."  It  was  held  in  the  case  of  Flanagan  v.  Alexander^  50 
Mo.  50,  that  one  partner  has  no  authority  or  power  whatever,  withr 
out  the  consent  of  his  copartners,  to  appropriate  the  assets  of  the 
partnership  to  the  payment  of  his  individual  indebtedness.  While 
a  partner  can  dispose  of  the  property  by  a  bona  fide  sale,  he  e.  '^not 
appropriate  it,  without  the  consent  of  his  copartners,  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  individual  debts,  either  with  or  without  knowledge  of 
the  creditor  that  such  property  was  partnership  property.     ArUey 
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V.  Staehlxn^  56  Mo.  561.  In  the  distribution  of  partnership  assets, 
partnership  creditors  have  a  preference  over  individual  creditors, 
and  individual  creditors  have  a  corresponding  preference  in  refer- 
ence to  individual  property.  It  is,  however,  argued  that,  inasmuch 
as  Bowers  had  sold  out  U)  Clark  with  the  condition  that  Clark  was 
to  pay  the  partnership  liabilities,  the  partnership  property  thus 
received  by  him  was  released  from  the  operation  of  this  rule.  It 
must  be  concede<l  that,  if  Clark,  prior  to  his  purchase  of  Bowers, 
had  executed  the  deed  of  ti-ust  in  question  on  the  partnership 
property  to  secure  the  payment  of  his  own  debt  to  Cooper,  without 
the  consent  of  Bowers,  he  would  have  taken  no  interest  therein  by 
virtue  thereof,  except  what  might  have  remained  over  to  Clark 
after  the  payment  of  all  the  firm  liabilities  as  his  share.  The 
mere  fact  that  the  partnership  was  dissolved,  and  that  Bowers 
retired  from  the  firm  after  selling  his  interest  to  Clark  on  the  con- 
dition that  he  was  to  pay  partnership  debts,  would  not  authorize 
Clark  to  apply  the  property  thus  acquired  to  the  payment  of  his 
individual  antecedently  contracted  debt  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
firm  creditors  ;  and  their  right  to  be  first  paid  out  of  the  assets  to 
the  exclusion  of  individual  creditors,  would  not  be  impaired  any 
more  by  an  application  of  the  firm  assets  after  its  dissolu- 
tion under  the  above  circumstances,  by  one  partner  to  the  payment 
of  his  own  debt,  than  if  such  application  had  been  made  before  the 
dissolution.  The  question  here  raised  is  thoroughly  discussed  in 
43  N.  H.  144,  Tenney  v.  JohnsoUy  in  which  the  court,  after  stating 
that  it  was  settled  that  the  effects  of  the  firm  in  the  hands  of  a 
surviving  partner  remained  subject  to  the  prior  claim  of  partner- 
ship creditors  as  against  creditors  of  the  surviving  partner,  speak- 
ing through  Justice  Bbllows,  say:  **The  question  then  arises,  if 
one  of  the  partners  voluntarily  retires  from  the  firm,  releases  all 
his  interest,  and  receives  from  the  remaining  partner  an  obligation 
to  pay  all  its  debts,  does  the  right  of  priority  still  qontiuue  in  the 
partnership  in  respect  to  such  assets,  or  in  other  words,  is  there 
no  substantial  difierenee  between  such  a  case  and  that  of  surviving 
partners  ?  In  both  cases  the  legal  title  to  the  assets  is  vested  in 
the  remaining  partner,  in  one  by  operation  of  law,  and  in  the 
other  by  the  act  of  the  parties,  and  in  either  case  the  remaining 
partner  has  the  full  power  of  sale  for  proper  purposes.  So  in  both 
cases  he  is  bound  to  pay  all  the  company  debts,  and  so  far  as  the 
creditors  are  concerned  biL  the  same  obligation,  namely,  by  hia 
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partnerehip  promise.  If  it  be  held  that  this  right  of  priority  may 
be  defeated  by  a  sale  from  one  partner  to  another,  it  is  easy  to  see 
that  it  would  be  a  most  convenient  mode  of  evading  a  principle 
that  is  held  to  be  salutary."  Each  partner  has  a  right  to  have  the 
partnership  property  applied  to  the  due  discharge  and  payment  of 
all  firm  debts  and  liabilities,  before  any  one  of  the  partners  or  his 
individual  creditors  can  claim  any  right  or  title  to  them.  Hence, 
ir  follows  that  no  separate  creditor  of  any  partner  can  acquire  any 
right,  title  or  interest  in  the  partnership  stock,  funds  or  eflPects  by 
process  or  otherwise,  merely  in  his  character  as  such  creditor, 
except  for  so  much  as  belongs  to  that  partner  as  his  share  or  bal- 
ance after  all  prior  claims  thereon  are  deducted  and  satisfied. 
Story  on  Part.  156,  §  97.  The  contention  in  this  case  is  between 
a  creditor  of  the  firm  of  Clark  &  Bowers,  and  the  individual  cred- 
itor of  Clark,  one  of  its  members,  who  is  seeking  to  have  the  part- 
nership property  applied  to  the  payment  of  his  debt.  Unless  the 
consent  of  McNeely,  the  firm  creditor,  to  this  application  can  be 
shown,  this  cannot  be  done.  We  think  the  instruction  tasked 
should  have  been  given,  and  because  it  was  refused,  the  judgment 
will  be  reversed  and  cause  remanded,  in  which  the  other  judges 
concur.  Judgment  reversed. 


Ambrican  Union  Express  Co.  v.  City  of  St.  Joseph. 

(06  Mo.  676.) 

ConstittUumal  law  —  munieipal  power  of  taxoHon. 

A  city  was  authorized  by  ita  charter  to  license,  tax,  and  regulate  merchants, 
express  companies,  agents,  insurance  companies,  etc.  Under  this  power  it 
imposed  an  ad  valorem  tax  on  the  gross  annual  receipts  of  an  express  com- 
pany derived  from  its  business  done  io  the  city.  The  business  of  the  com. 
pany  consisted  in  receiving  goods  for  transmission  to  points  outside  the 
8tate,  to  which  its  own  line  did  not  extend.  HM,  (1)  that  the  power  con- 
ferred was  valid  under  the  State  constitutional  provision  enjoining  a  uniform 
rule  of  taxation;  (2)  that  it  was  not  in  conflict  with  the  provision  of  the 
Federal  Constitution  granting  to  Congress  the  exclusive  power  to  regulate 
commerce  among  the  several  States ;  (3)  that  its  exercise  was  valid,  although 
the  tax  was  different  from  that  imposed  on  merchants.* 

•  See  SlaU  v.  PhUadapMa,  eU.,  R.  R.  Co.,  4B  Hd.  361 ;  2i  Am.  Sep.  Ul;  Weber  ▼. 
Belnhard,  73  Penn.  St.  870;  13  Am.  Rep.  747;  WheelinQy  etc.,  TramportatUm  Co,  v.  Ci^  af 
ini«eUncr,  post. 
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A  CTION  to  recover  paid  taxes.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

Allen  H.  Varies,  for  appellant,  cited  1  Dillon  on  Mun.  Corp., 
§§  291-293;  2  id.,  §§  606-610;  Cooley  on  Tax.  408-413;  State 
Freight  Tax  Case,  15  Wall.  232. 

Benjamin  K  Vineyard,  for  respondent. 

NoRTOK,  J.  This  suit  was  instituted  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Buchanan  county  to  recover  back  a  part  of  the  taxes  paid  by  plain- 
tiff for  the  years  1872  and  1873.  It  is  alleged  that  the  taxes  were 
paid  by  plaintiff  under  protest,  and  because  defendant,  through  its 
collector,  threatened  to  seize  and  sell  the  property  of  the  plaintiff 
to  pay  the  same.  The  petition  alleges  that,  during  the  years  1872 
and  1873,  the  plaintiff  only  had  at  any  one  time  $2,500  worth  of 
property,  and  yet  plaintiff's  taxes  for  the  year  1872,  as  assessed, 
amounted  to  $180.97,  and  for  the  year  1873,  to  $206.75,  although 
the  tax  levy  was  only  two  per  cent  It  is  alleged  that  this  tax  was 
illegally  assessed,  under  an  ordinance  of  said  city  requiring  express 
companies  to  pay  an  ad  valorem  tax  equal  to  that  which  is  levied 
upon  real  estate  within  the  limits  of  said  city,  for  general  and 
special  purposes,  upon  the  gross  amount  of  all  moneys  which,  dur- 
ing the  year  ending  on  the  first  day  of  January,  shall  have  been 
received  by  such  company,  as  a  compensation  for  the  transaction 
of  such  express  business;  that  under  said  ordinance  plaintiff  was 
required,  on  the  first  day  of  January  of  each  year,  to  take  out  a 
license,  and  to  pay  therefor,  the  amount  assessed  under  said  ordi- 
nance as  an  ad  valorem  tax;  that,  in  consequence  thereof,  plaintiff 
has  been  forced  to  pay  more  than  its  due  share  of  the  municipal 
taxes  for  the  years  1872  and  1873,  and  asks  judgment  for  the  recov- 
ery of  the  taxes  so  paid.  The  answer  contained  a  denial  of  each 
and  every  allegation  of  the  petition.  Upon  the  trial,  after  the 
introduction  of  plaintiff's  evidence,  the  court  instructed  the  jury 
that  on  the  evidence  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  Where- 
upon a  nonsuit  was  taken,  with  leave,  and  a  motion  to  set  the 
same  aside,  and  for  new  trial  being  overruled,  the  plaintiff  brings 
the  case  here  by  appeal.  On  the  trial  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence 
a  provision  from  defendant's  charter,  empowering  it  "  to  license, 
tax  and  regulate  wholesale  merchants,  agents,  express  companies  or 
their  agencies,  insurance  companies  or  their  agencies,  telegraph 


Digitized  by 


Google 


384  MISSOURI, 


American  Union  Express  Co.  v.  City  of  St.  Joseph. 

companies  or  their  agencies,  laud  agents  and  real  estate  brokers," 
also,  an  ordinance  entitled  "  merchants,"  to  the  effect  that  mer- 
chants shall,  on  the  first  day  of  January  of  each  year,  take  out  a 
license  and  pay  an  ad  valorem  tax,  equal  to  that  which  is  annually 
levied  upon  i*eal  estate  within  the  limits  of  the  city,  on  the  actual 
cash  value  of  all  goods,  wares  and  merchandise  which  they  may 
have  in  their  possession  or  under  their  control,  whether  owned  or 
■consigned  to  them  for  sale,  on  the  first  day  of  January  in  each 
year;  also,  another  ordinance,  entitled  "express  companies,"  to  the 
effect  *'  that  every  express  company  or  agency  thereof,  doing  an 
express  business  in  the  city,  shall  pay  an  ad  valorem  tax  equal  to 
that  which  is  levied  upon  real  estate  within  the  limits  of  the  city, 
for  general  and  special  purposes,  upon  the  gross  amount  of  all 
moneys  which,  during  the  year  ending  on  the  first  day  of  January, 
shall  have  been  received  by  such  company  or  agency  in  said  city, 
as  a  compensation  for  the  transaction  of  such  express  business." 
Other  evidence  was  introduced,  showing  that  the  city  collector  had 
the  authority  to  seize  and  sell  property  after  demand  and  refusal  to 
pay  the  tax;  also,  evidence  tending  to  show  that  plaintiff  had  paid 
the  tax  in  question  under  protest,  after  its  payment  had  been 
demanded  by  the  collector. 

It  is  argued  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  that  the  court  erred  in  giv- 
ing the  instruction  that,  under  the  evidence,  plaintiff  could  no^ 
recover,  because  defendant,  by  virtue  of  the  authority  given  in  the 
charter,  had  no  constitutional  power  to  provide  one  mode  of  taxa- 
tion for  merchants  and  another  and  different  mode  for  express 
companies,  and  because  the  evidence  showed  that  the  tax  was 
involuntarily  paid 

We  entertain  no  doubt  of  the  right  of  the  legislature  to  delegate 
the  power  io  tax.  This  does  not  seem  to  be  disputed,  but  it  is 
contended  that  defendant,  in  exercising  the  power,  so  exercised  it 
as  to  conflict  with  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  then  in  force, 
"  that  all  property  subject  to  taxation  ought  to  be  taxed  in  propor- 
tion to  its  value."  The  question  here  presented  was  considered  in 
the  case  of  Olasgoto  v.  Rowse,  43  Mo.  479,  which  involved  the  con- 
stitutionality of  an  act  of  the  legislature  imposing  a  tax  on  incomes, 
and  it  was  held  that  such  an  act  was  not  in  conflict  with  the  above 
constitutional  requirement;  and  that  the  mandate  that  taxes  on  all 
property  shall  be  in  proportion  to  its  value,  does  not  include  every 
species  of  taxation;  that  while  it  enjoins  a  uniform  rule  in  impos- 
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ing  taxes  jon  property,  it  does  not  abridge  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  provide  revenue  from  other  sources.  It  has  also  been  held 
that  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  tax  all  professions  is  unques- 
tioned, and  the  State  might  delegate  the  authority,  but  it  should 
be  done  in  clear  and  unmistakable  terms.  Si.  Louis  v.  LaugMin, 
49  Mo.  559;  Simmons  v.  State ,  12  id.  268. 

In  defendant's  charter  the  power  to  tax  as  well  as  U>  license  and 
regulate  express  companies  or  their  agencies  is  in  plain  terms  con- 
ferred by  the  legislature.  It  may  be  conceded  that  if  it  appeared 
that  the  power  conferred  was  simply  to  license  and  regulate  the 
occupation  or  pursuit  of  express  companies,  it  would  not  authorize 
the  levying  of  a  tax  on  the  occupation  unless  it  clearly  appeared 
that  such  was  the  legislative  intent  in  conferring  it.  1  Dill.  292. 
But  here  the  power  to  tax  is  expressly  given,  and  hence  the  argu- 
ment of  counsel  does  not  apply.  In  exercising  the  power  thus 
delegated,  the  city  council  might  adopt  any  method  of  taxation 
which  the  legislature  might  have  adopted,  and  as  it  has  been 
expressly  decided  that  the  legislature  might  impose  a  tax  upon 
incomes,  it  follows  that  the  defendant,  through  its  council,  might, 
as  it  in  fact  did,  impose  a  tax  on  the  income  of  defendant,  the 
gross  receipts  being  in  effect  the  gross  income.  It  is  argued  that 
the  tax  complained  of  is  illegal,  because  under  the  ordinance  ex- 
press companies  are  taxed  in  a  different  manner  from  merchants. 
We  do  not  perceive  the  force  of  the  reasoning.  The  city  council, 
in  exercising  the  power  to  tax  the  various  classes  of  pursuits  men- 
tioned in  the  ordinance,  could  not  well  apply  the  same  rule  to  all 
of  them,  nor  do  we  think  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  legislature  to 
require  them  to  do  so.  If,  however,  the  defendant,  in  its  ordinance, 
had  provided  one  mode  of  taxing  one  express  company,  and  another 
and  different  mode  for  another  company  engaged  in  the  same  busi- 
ness, such  ordinance  would  have  been  open  to  the  objection  urged 
as  destroying  equality  and  uniformity.  A  provision  in  the  Consti- 
tution of  Louisiana  declaring  that  all  taxation  '*  shall  be  equal  and 
uniform  throughout  the  State,"  even  if  it  extends  to  municipal 
taxation,  is  not  violated  by  a  legislative  provision  authorizing  the 
taxation  by  municipalities  of  callings,  trades  and  professions,  exer* 
cised  within  their  limits  ;  and  taxation  of  this  kind  is  equal  and 
uniform,  if  all  persons  engaged  in  the  same  business  are  taxed 
alike.    2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.,  §  593. 

But  it  IS  said  that  as  the  business  of  plaintiff  conslBted  in 
Vol.  XXVII  — 49 
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receiving  packages  to  be  transported  from  St  Joseph  to  other  points 
outside  of  the  State,  to  which  plaintiffs  line  did  not  extend,  the 
tax  upon  the  gross  receipts  of  plaintiff  was  violative  of  that  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  confiding  to  Con- 
gress alone  the  power  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations 
and  among  the  several  States.  In  the  case  of  Erie  Railroad  Com- 
pany V.  Pennsylvania,  15  Wall.  284,  it  was  expressly  held  that  a 
statute  of  a  State  imposing  a  tax  upon  the  gross  receipts  of  railroad 
companies  is  not  repugnant  to  the  Constitution,  though  the  gross 
receipts  are  made  up  in  part  from  freights  received  for  transporta- 
tion from  that  State  to  another  State  ;  that  such  a  tax  is  neither  a 
regulation  of  inter-State  commerce,  nor  a  tax  on  imports  nor  ex- 
ports, nor  upon  inter-State  transportation. 

It  is  also  ai'gued  that  the  tax  was  illegal,  because  the  gross  receipts 
upon  which  it  was  paid  were  not  received  by  plaintiff  **as  a  com- 
pensation for  the  transaction  of  such  express  business  in  the  city 
of  St.  Joseph."  This  objection  is  based  on  the  evidence  of  one 
Worden,  who  was  the  general  agent  of  plaintiff,  who  testified  that 
he  could  not  certainly  distinguish  how  much  was  paid  to  other 
companies,  but  did  not  believe  that  the  net  earnings  of  the  plaintiff 
for  the  year  1872  exceeded  fifteen  per  cent  of  the  gross  amount, 
and  that  out  of  this  latter  amount  received  for  the  year  1872,  a 
part  was  paid  out  to  other  express  companies,  pro  rata,  for  carrying 
freight,  a  part  for  the  hire  of  hands  and  in  other  general  expenses 
in  running  their  business,  and  in  feeding  and  taking  care  of  its 
stock.  This  witness  also  testifies  that  he  made  the  quarterly  report 
lor  the  company  on  the  1st  of  January,  1873.  Now,  according  to 
this  report  made  by  the  plaintiff,  the  gross  receipts  amounted  to 
the  sum  of  $11,648.70  for  the  year  1872,  and  the  tax  was  collected 
on  the  data  famished  by  plaintiff,  and  it  matters  not  that  the  vrit- 
ness  testified  that  the  net  earnings  amounted  only  to  fifteen  per 
cent  of  the  gross  earnings,  the  balance  being  consumed  in  expenses, 
etc.  It  was  the  gross  earnings  which  was  the  subject  of  the  tax, 
and  they  were  received  as  compensation  for  the  transaction  of  ex- 
press business,  although  a  considerable  part  thereof  may  have  been 
consumed  in  expenses  incurred  in  conducting  it  If,  even  in  strict- 
ness, the  amounts  paid  toother  companies  pro  ratajior  transporta- 
tion out  of  the  State,  should  have  been  deducted  from  the  gross 
receipts  of  plaintiff,  it  should  have  been  done  by  the  company 
when  required  under  oath  to  make  a  statement  on  the  first  day  of 
January,  as  to  the  gross  receipts  for  the  business  of  the  previous  year. 
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IJiider  the  views  above  expressed^  it  is  wholly  immaterial  whether 
the  payment  of  the  tax  sought  to  be  recovered  back  was  voluntary 
or  involuntary.  Assuming  the  payment  to  have  been  made  invol- 
untarily, still  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  unless  the  tax  was 
illegal  and  unauthorized,  and,  as  we  perceive  no  illegality  in  the 
tax,  either  for  want  of  power  in  the  city  council  to  impose  it,  or  in 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  imposed,  the  judgment  will  be  affirmed, 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  other  judges.        Judgment  affirmed^ 


State  v.  Davis. 

(M  Mo.  684.) 

Orimindl  Iom — defendants  wavoer  offuU  panel  ofjuroTM, 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment,  the  prosecuting  attorney  proposed  to  go  to  trial 
with  less  than  the  legal  number  of  names  of  jurors  in  the  box  to  be  drawn 
from.  The  defendant's  attorney  coasented.  The  prisoner  being  convicted, 
held,  that  such  consent  did  not  validate  the  conviction.* 


I 


NDICTMENT  for  robbery.     The  opinion  states  the  facts, 
B.  L,  Woodson  and  Rucker  Bros,,  for  appellant. 


J.  L.  Smithy  attorney-general,  for  the  State,  cited  StcUe  v.  Mar^* 
shaU,  36  Mo.  400  ;  State  v.  Haysy  23  id.  287;  State  v.  ffolmey  54  id. 
163;  Stale  v.  Jackson^  12  La.  Ann.  679  ;  State  y.Vester,  23  id.  620; 
State  v.  Aanom,  id.  621 ;  People  v.  Coffmany  24  Cal.  230;  Proffatt 
on  Jury  Trials,  §  198. 

Sherwood,  0.  J.  Defendant  was  indicted  for  robbery  in  the  first 
degree,  convicted,  and  his  punishment  assessed  at  the  lowest  statu* 
tory  limit 

I.  When  the  defendant  was  arraigned,  there  were  but  24  of  the 
regular  panel  of  jurors  in  the  box  ;  seeing  this,  the  court  ordered 
the  marshal  to  summon  six  additional  ones,  whereupon  the  prose- 
cuting attorney  asked  the  attorneys  of  defendant  to  waive  the 
bringing  in  and  swearing  of  the  six  additional  ones,  which  defend- 
ant's attorneys  consented  to  do.  Thereupon  the  prosecuting  attor- 
ney struck  off  three  men,  and  the  defendant's  attorneys  nine  men, 
and  the  remaining  twelve  were  sworn  as  a  jury.     In  indictments 

•See  Caneeimi  v.  Ptopte,  18  N.  Y.  128. 
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for  the  offense  charged,  the  accused  is  entitled  to  a  panel  of  30 
jurors.  It  is  provided  :  There  shall  be  summoned  and  returned  in 
every  criminal  cause  a  number  of  qualified  jurors  equal  to  the 
number  of  peremptory  challenges,  and  twelve  in  addition  ;  and  no 
party  shall  be  required  to  make  peremptory  challenges  before  a 
panel  of  such  number  of  competent  jurors  shall  be  obtained.  2 
W.  S.  1102,  §  7. 

The  minimum  of  punishment  for  robbery  in  the  first  degree  is 
ten  years  (1  W.  S.  456,  §  23) ;  and  as  "  no  limit  to  the  duration  of 
such  imprisonment  is  declared,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
twelve  peremptory  challenges  (2  id.  1102,  §  4),  and  the  State  to  six. 
Id. ,  §  6.  The  court  should  have  enforced  the  order  for  summoning 
six  additional  jurors,  and  promptly  rebuked  the  prosecuting  attorney 
when  making  his  improper  proposal  to  the  opposing  counsel. 
When  one  indicted  for  a  felony  appears  for  his  trial,  he  comes  into 
the  court  room  bearing  the  stigma  of  an  indictment,  every  eye  is 
fixed  on  him  with  scrutinizing  suspicion ;  he  is  decidedly  below 
par,  carries  weight,  and  "is  under  a  cloud."  Though  technically 
free  and  presumptively  innocent,  the  beneficent  presumptions  of 
the  law  avail  him  but  little;  morally  he  is  in  chains.  He  is,  there- 
fore, in  no  condition  to  object  to  scarcely  any  thing  which  the  pros- 
ecuting attorney  may  propose,  without  incurring  the  hazard  of 
increasing  the  suspicion  which  already  clusters  around  him,  and 
thus  fatally  prejudicing  his  cause.  The  very  term  **  waiver  "  imports 
a  voluntary  act,  and  an  act  cannot  be  thus  denominated  when  per- 
formed under  conditions  of  practical  compulsion.  If  the  accused 
fails  to  object  to  an  improper  proposal  coming  from  the  represent 
tative  of  the  State,  he  thereby  loses  a  right  guaranteed  to  him  by 
the  law.  If  he  objects,  he  thereby  jeopards  his  right  to  an  impar- 
tial trial  by  jury,' guaranteed  to  him  by  the  Constitution.  Under 
such  circumstances,  to  hold  the  prisoner  bound  by  an  involuntary, 
so-called,  and  extorted  consent,  would  be  purely  farcical,  and  the 
merest  mockery  of  justice.  We  do  not,  by  the  above  remarks, 
intend  to  be  understood  as  meaning  that  the  accused  may  not  vol- 
untarily, And  of  his  own  head,  waive  any  right,  short  of  a  constitu- 
tional one  ;  but  we  do  mean  to  assert  that  such  waiver  must  be  one 
in  deed  and  in  truth  ;  in  reality,  not  alone  in  name  and  appear- 
ance; not  made  as  the  result  of  what  is,  in  effect,  an  intimidatory 
suggestion  of  the  prosecuting  attorney.  Brownlee  v.  Hewitt^  1 
Mo.  App.   360 ;    Terry  v.  Buffington,  11  Ga.   337.      In  SUate  v. 
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HaySy  23  Mo.  287,  there  was  a  full  paael  upon  which  the  right  of 
peremptory  challenges  could  be  exercised.  In  the  State  v.  Holme, 
54  Mo.  153,  the  judgment  was  reversed,  because  of  non-compli- 
ance with  the  statute  requiring  that  the  first  twelve  names  remain- 
ing on  the  list  should  be  recorded.  Two  of  such  names  were  not 
thus  recorded,  and  the  error  was  held  fatal.  It  is  true  objection 
was  made  at  the  time,  but  the  opinion  seems  to  be  based,  for  the 
most  part,  on  the  clear  and  needless  violation  of  a  plain  statutory 
provision.  In  the  State  v.  Mansfield,  41  Mo.  470,  it  was  said,  when 
speaking  in  general  of  the  right  of  the  accused,  "  that  the  prisoner 
is  not  in  a  condition  to  exercise  a  free  and  independent  choice  with- 
out often  creating  prejudice  against  him:"  and  the  remarks  of 
Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  King  v.  Woolf,  1  Chit.  401,  are  cited  with  ap- 
proval, as  to  the  evident  impropriety  of  the  prosecutiiig  oflBcer 
making  a  request  of  the  defendant  to  which  he*cannot  fail  to  ac- 
cede without  injuriously  affecting  him.  If,  in  the  case  at  bar,  we 
give  sanction  to  a  course  of  conduct  which  deprives  the  defendant 
of  three  peremptory  challenges,  because  the  prosecuting  attorney 
suggests  it,  the  same  principle,  pushed  to  its  logical  conclusion, 
would,  upon  a  like  suggestion,  deprive  him  of  all  peremptory  chal 
lenges.  The  statute  is  very  plain  and  of  very  easy  observance,  and 
the  administration  of  public  justice  will  be  best  observed  by  com- 
pelling prosecuting  officers  to  keep  within  the  line  of  their  legiti- 
mate duty.  This  is  only  one  of  numerous  instances  where  the 
attorney-general  is  called  upon  to  perform  the  onerous  task  of 
offering  argument  in  attempted  justification  of  the  acts  of  his  sub- 
ordinates. All  necessity  for  this,  as  well  as  the  large  accumulation 
of  criminal  costs  which  it  entails  upon  the  State,  can  be  readily 
obviated  by  simply  observing  that  which  the  statute  enjoins  ;  that 
and  nothing  more.  And  the  sooner  this  is  understood  by  those  who 
in  the  lower  courts  represent  the  State,  the  better  will  it  be  for  her 
financial  welfare.  Under  the  old  circuit  attorney  system,  these 
departures  from  statutory  provisions  were  by  no  means  frequent ; 
now,  however,  under  the  new  regime,  they  are  so  common  as  to  fail 
to  excite  comment. 

[Two  minor  points  omitted.] 

As  the  cause  must  be  retried  because  of  the  first  mentioned 
error,  we  forbear  further  comment  on  the  evidence,  reverse  the 
judgment  and  remand  the  cause.    All  concur. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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(SeOa   1«8  I 

Criminal  law — atUrefaift  aequU, 

Acquittal  In  a  State  ooart  on  a  prosecutioii  by  the  State  for  assaalt  and  battery 
will  not  protect  the  accused  from  subsequent  trial  and  conviction  in  a  muui« 
eipal  police  court,  under  a  city  ordinance,  upon  the  charge  of  disorderly 
conduct  in  fighting,  though  the  same  transaction  and  state  of  facts  be  in- 
volved  in  lx)th  trials. 

/^HARGB  of  disorderly  conduct.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

W.  A,  Hawkins,  Allen  Fort  and  Peter  Lamar,  tor  plaintiff  in 
error. 

B.  P.  Hollis,  for  defendant 

Bleckley,  J.  In  a  special  criminal  court  (provided  for  by  the 
act  of  1873,  Pamph.,  p.  240),  exercising  jurisdiction  over  mis- 
demeanors committed  within  the  militia  district  in  which  the  city 
of  Americus  is  situated,  a  prisoner  was  duly  tried  for  the  offense  of 
assault  and  battery,  and  acquitted.  The  accusation  was  based  on 
the  general  law  of  assault  and  battery,  and  was  in  the  name  and 
behalf  of  the  people  of  Georgia.     Afterward,  the  prisoner  was  put 
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upon  trial  before  the  mayor  of  Americus,  charged  by  the  mayor 
aiid  city  council  with  violating  a  city  ordinance  by  disorderly  con- 
duct, in  fighting  within  the  city.  The  plea  of  former  acquital 
was  relied  upon,  as  well  as  the  plea  of  not  guilty.  The  corpora- 
tion made  out  a  case  against  him,  by  proving  a  certain  fight  in 
which  he  participated.  The  fight  took  place  within  a  dwelling- 
house,  at  or  near  the  door,  and  occurred  late  at  night  —  about  3 
o'clock,  A.  M.  There  were  blows,  a  struggle  and  some  noise.  The 
prisoner  introduced  a  copy  of  the  proeeedmgs  in  the  District  Court 
showing  his  acquittal,  in  that  court,  of  assault  and  battery,  and 
offered  testimony  to  prove  that  the  prosecution  in  that  court  was 
tor  the  same  transaction,  and  involved  the  same  state  of  facts  as 
the  case  on  trial  —  that  the  two  offenses  were,  in  fact,  one  and  the 
same.  The  mayor  rejected  the  testimony,  and  sentenced  the  pris- 
oner to  a  penalty  under  the  city  ordinance.  He  thereupon  applied 
for  a  certiorari^  which  was  refused.  That  refusal  is  complained 
of. 

Only  one  ground  of  certiorari  is  insisted  on,  and  that  is  the  rejec- 
tion of  testimony  going  to  support  the  defense  of  former  acquittal. 
In  the  trial  had  before  the  State  tribunal  (the  criminal  court  of 
the  militia  district)  the  prisoner's  conduct  was  compared  with  the 
general  Penal  Code  of  the  State,  and  was  found  not  to  be  violative 
of  that  Code.  In  the  trial  before  the  mayor,  the  same  conduct 
was  compared  with  the  city  ordinances  of  Americus.  The  inquiry 
in  the  former  trial  was  whether  he  had  committed  an  assault 
and  battery;  in  the  latter,  it  was  whether  he  had  committed  dis- 
orderly conduct  in  fighting.  Disorderly  conduct  in  fighting  may 
include  an  assault  and  battery  by  the  particular  party  to  the  fight 
who  happens  to  be  on  trial,  or  it  may  not.  In  this  instance  it  did 
not.  That  much  was  ascertained  by  the  acquittal.  But  the  city 
was  concerned  with  the  alleged  criminal  transaction,  not  as  an 
assault  and  battery  but  as  disorderly  conduct  within  the  limits  of 
a  municipal  corporation  where  the  preservation  of  good  oixier  is 
matter  of  local  police.  The  prisoner  may  have  acted  contrary 
to  sound  and  wholesome  police  though  innocent  of  an  assault 
and  battery.  He  might  not  have  been  obliged  to  fight  when  and 
where  he  did,  or  with  the  degree  of  disturbance  and  noise  that 
attended  the  combat.  He  engaged  in  the  business  in  the  dead  hours 
of  the  night.  Perhaps  he  could  have  put  it  off  till  the  return  of 
day-light.  A  night  fight  in  a  city  is  disorder  of  a  grave  character, 
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especially  when  attended  with  uproar.  In  policiiig  such  an  occur- 
rence, it  must  be  searched,  not  for  an  assault  and  battery  merely, 
but  for  all  the  criminal  elements,  however  vague  and  minute,  that 
militate  against  good  order.  Municipal  government  stands  be- 
tween the  family  and  the  State.  It  is  in  aid  to  both,  and  partakes 
of  the  nature  of  both.  Police  ordinances  are  at  once  family  rules 
on  a  large  scale,  and  State  laws  on  a  small  scale.  The  city  magis- 
tracy will  not  take  cognizance  of  all  misbehavior  that  a  discreet 
parent  would  notice  and  correct  in  his  household  ;  neither  will  it 
pass  by  all  that  the  State  has,  or  all  that  it  has  not,  made  penal. 
Its  chief  function  in  matters  of  police  is  to  apply  discipline,  both 
preventive  and  punitive,  where  the  authority  of  the  family  cannot 
be  exerted,  and  where  the  authority  of  the  State,  as  such,  has  not 
been  put  forth  otherwise  than  by  creating  the  municipality,  and 
clothing  it  with  power.  This  statement  is  not  exhaustive,  for  much 
that  lies  within  the  family  authority  may  be  brought  within  the 
city  ordinances  also,  either  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  that  authority 
when  willing,  or  of  keeping  order  without  its  assistance  when  it  is 
indolent  orunwilhng.  So,  on  the  other  hand,  many  transactions  that 
are  made  penal  by  the  general  law  of  the  State  may,  at  the  same 
time,  afford  material  for  a  proper  police  ordinance.  The  State 
may  deal  only  with  the  central  element  of  a  transaction  which  is 
fringed  all  round  with  adjuncts  that  ought  to  be  prohibited  by 
ordinance  as  highly  mischievous  to  the  quiet  of  municipal  society. 
In  the  country,  such  adjuncts  might  not  need  repression,  for  there 
they  might  be  comparatively  harmless.  In  a  city,  we  think,  a  man 
may  fight  in  a  way  to  violate  an  ordinance,  without  being  guilty  of 
an  assault  and  battery.  We  take  it  for  granted  that  there  was  a 
valid  ordinance  applicable  to  the  case,  as  nothing  to  the  contrary 
is  suggested  in  the  record. 

Cited  by  counsel  :  Cooley  on  Const  Lim.  199,  and  notes.  Com- 
pare Floyd  V.  EaiontoUy  14  Ga.  354;  Savannah  v.  Hussey,  21  id.  80; 
Jenkins  v.  Thomasville,  35  id.  145;  Nason  v.  Augusta,  38  id.  542; 
Beich  Y.  Staie,  53  id.  73. 

Jtuigrneni  affirmed. 
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Smith  V.  The  State. 

Smith  v.  The  Statr 

(50  Ga.  513.) 

OrifnituU  law  —  verdict  in  absence  of  prUoner, 

After  the  jury  have  dispersed,  with  the  prisoner's  coDsent,  leaving  the  verdict 
with  the  foreman,  to  be  returned  by  him  into  court,  it  is  not  indispensable 
that  the  prisoner  should  be  present  when  the  act  of  return  takes  place  in 
pursuance  of  the  consent ;  and  though  he  be  confined  in  jail  at  the  time,  the 
verdict  will  not,  on  that  account,  be  illegal.    {8ce  note^  p>  894.) 

CONVICTION  of  assault  with  intent  to  murder.     Motion  for  a 
new  trial  was  overruled,  and  defendant  excepted.    The  remain* 
ing  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

W.  A.  HawkifiH,  J.  R.  McClesky,  Simmons  d  Simfnons,  for  plain- 
tiff in  error. 

C.  B.  Hudson,  solicitor-general,  and  B.  P,  Hollis,  for  the  State. 

Bleckley,  J.  1.  There  was  a  consent  for  the  jury  to  disperse 
after  the  verdict  was  agreed  upon,  and  for  the  verdict  to  be  returned 
into  court  by  the  foreman  next  morning.  This,  in  effect,  was 
to  bring  the  trial  to  an  end  when  the  jury  made  a  verdict  and  sepa- 
rated. 49  6a.  458.  From  that  time  forth,  the  strict  legal  harness 
was  off,  and  the  consent  was  to  have  its  consequences,  one  of  which 
was,  that  the  right  to  poll  the  jury  was  gone.  6  6a.  458;  36  id. 
380.  The  waiver  of  that  right  was  a  necessary  incident  of  the  con- 
sent, after  the  jury  had  separated  in  pursuance  of  instructions  from 
the  court,  founded  on  the  same.  It  was,  doubtless,  an  irregularity 
to  receive  the  verdict  in  the  absence  of  the  prisoner.  He  ought 
to  have  been  brought  from  the  jail,  so  as  to  be  present  at  the  recep- 
tion. But  we  think  it  was  merely  an  irregularity,  and  that  no 
matter  of  substance  was  involved.  Having  sun-endered  his  right  to 
poll  the  jnry,  no  other  of  any  value  to  him  remained,  for  the  exer- 
cise or  protection  of  which  his  presence  was  important.  Had  he 
been  in  court,  the  result  must  have  been  the  same  as  it  was.  Noth- 
ing took  place  in  his  absence,  but  the  mechanical  act  of  receiving 
the  verdict,  as  the  consent  had  provided  it  should  be  received.  If 
Vol.  XXVTT  — 50 
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he  had  been  present,  the  act  would  have  been  no  less   mechanical. 
In  Nolan's  Case,  53  Ga.  137;   55  id.  521;  21   Am.    Rep.   281,  the 
event  contemplated  did  not  happen. 
[Omitting  minor  points.] 

Judgment  affirmed. 

NoTB  BT  TBB  RBPOBTBH.—Bee  SUiU  ▼.  WhUe^  cmU^  p.  197.  In  Lynch  v.  CommontoeaUh^ « 
W.  Not.  Cas.  802,  it  was  held  not  to  be  ground  for  an  order  in  arrest  of  judgment  that  the 
defendant  in  an  indictment  for  larceny,  who  was  out  on  bail,  failed  to  appear  upon  caU 
when  the  jury  returned  with  their  verdict,  and  that  the  yerdict  was  received  and  sentence 
pronounced  in  his  atwenoe.  Aomsw,  C.  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  reviewed 
the  history  of  the  criminal  law  of  the  State  relating  to  larceny,  and  showed  that  that 
offense  was  not  **one  of  those  offenses  which  in  this  State  were  tried  in  the  solemn  forms 
of  the  court  of  England  required  by  the  act  of  1718  to  be  adopted  in  cases  then  declared  to 
be  capital.''  In  Jacftbs  v.  Com.y  5  S.  &  R.  815,  it  was  held  that  upon  an  indictment  for  lar- 
ceny it  was  not  necessary  any  arraignment  should  appear  of  record .  The  law  is  stated  by 
Bishop  (1  Crim.  Pro.,  $  275)  as  follows  :  "If  imprisonment  is  to  be  inflicted,  or  any  other 
punishment  higher  than  a  fine,  whether  the  crime  is  treason,  felony,  or  misdemeanor,  the 
defendant  must  be  personally  present.''  And  Wharton  says  (8  Cr.  L.  2949):  ''  The  better 
flew  is  that  in  capital,  if  not  in  all  felonies,  the  record  must  show  that  th6  defendant  was 
present  at  trial,  verdict  and  sentence. "  That  he  must  be  present  upon  an  indictment  for 
btnglaiy  is  still  the  law  in  Pennsylvania.    Fiine  v.  CTom.,  6  Harris,  108. 


Shepperd  V.  The  County  Commissioners  of  Sumptbb. 

(G9  0a.636.) 

ConstittUional  law — bunne*8  license, 

A  State  statute  requiring  any  person  engaged  in  hiring  laborers  in  the  State 
for  employment  beyond  the  limitR  of  the  same  to  procure  a  license  and  pay 
therefor  one  hundred  dollars,  and  making  it  penal  to  carry  on  the  business 
without  such  license,  is  constitutional.  Money  properly  paid  into  the 
county  treasury,  by  a  person  who  has  applied  for  and  obtained  the  license, 
cannot  be  recovered  back,  by  mandamus  or  otherwise. 


4  PPLICATION  for  mandamus.     The  facts  are  stated  in  the 
opinion. 


A 


S.  C.  Mam,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
B.  P.  Hollis,  for  defendants. 

Bleckley,  J.     The  act  of  February  16,  1876  (Pamph.   17), 
defines  an   emigrant  agent  to  be  any  person  engaged  in  hiring 
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laborers  in  this  State,  to  be  employed  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
same.  It  provides  for  a  license,  on  payment  of  $100  into  the 
county  treasury,  and  makes  it  penal  for  any  person  to  carry  on  the 
business  of  an  emigrant  agent  without  tii*st  obtaining  a  license. 
In  January,  1877,  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  under  the  threat  and  the 
fear  of  being  prosecuted  and  punished  for  carrying  on  business 
without  a  license,  complied  with  the  act,  and  their  money  went 
into  the  county  treasury.  They  immediately  applied  to  the  county 
commissioners  for  an  order  upon  the  treasurer  to  refund  it.  The 
commissioners  refused,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiffs  petitioned  for 
a  mandamus.  At  the  hearing,  all  the  facts  in  the  petition  being 
admitted,  the  Superior  Court  refused  the  writ  This  refusal  is 
alleged  to  be  erroneous. 

The  plaintiffs  say  the  act  of  1876  is  unconstitutional,  and  that, 
as  they  paid  their  money  under  it,  and  in  fear  of  prosecution,  they 
are  creditors  of  the  county  for  the  amount,  and  can  recover  it  back. 
If  they  had  a  right,  whether  their  appropriate  remedy  would  be 
mandamus,  in  the  first  instance,  we  need  not  consider.  The  act 
seems  to  us  constitutional.  It  requires  a  license  as  preliminary  to 
carrying  on  a  certain  business,  and  exacts  a  license  fee  of  one  hun- 
dred dollars,  which  fee  becomes  county  revenue.  Whoever  engages 
in  the  business  is  equally  subject  to  the  terms  and  provisions  of  the 
act.  No  discrimination  is  made  in  favor  of  residents  over  non- 
residents. It  is  said  that  the  discrimination  lies  in  requiring  an 
expensive  license  as  a  condition  of  hiring  laborers  within  the  State 
to  be  employed  beyond  the  State,  without  imposing  a  like  burden 
on  hiring  for  employment  within  the  limits  of  the  State.  But  the 
license  required  is  for  carrying  on  a  business;  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  hiring  for  internal  employment  has  become  a  business  hero,  or 
is  pursued  as  such  by  any  person  or  persons.  This  is  enough  to 
dispose  of  the  objection.  But  if  it  were  otherwise,  no  authority 
has  been  cited,  and  we  know  of  none,  that  would  prevent  tlic 
State  from  acting  upon  occupations  (carried  on  within  the  State) 
in  a  way  to  incumber  some  of  them  with  a  tax  or  license  fee,  and 
leave  other  occupations,  dissimilar  in  tendency,  though  not  in 
nature,  to  the  free  will  of  those  who  might  be  inclined  to  engage 
in  them.  Suppose  two  rival  establishments  were  in  active  opera- 
tion in  our  midst,  one  engaged  in  offering  the  laboring  population 
inducements  to  leave,  and  the  other  engaged  in  offering  them 
inducements  to  remain,  could  not  the  State  discriminati^  between 
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the  two  in  police  and  fiscal  legislation  ?  Would  she  be  obliged  to 
grant  the  same  indulgence,  and  show  the  same  favor,  to  an  instrn- 
mentality  which  tended  to  depopulate  her  territory,  as  to  one  of 
opposite  tendency?  It  is  true,  that  to  go  out  of  the  State  for 
employment  is  not  necessarily  to  remove  or  withdraw  permanently; 
but,  doubtless,  a  large  percentage  of  hirelings  who  go  out  on  con- 
tracts of  employment  never  return.  Persons  who  make  it  a  busi- 
ness to  hire  laborers  here  for  employment  elsewhere  may  be  required 
to  procure  and  pay  for  a  license.  On  the  general  subject,  see 
Cooley  on  Tax.  384;  Hojne  Lis.  Co,  v.  Augusta,  50  Ga.  530. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Thb  City  of  Atlanta  y.  Wilson. 

(68  Oa.  644.) 

Negligence  —  municipal  corporation —  runaway  horee. 

The  plaintifiTs  horse  took  fright,  turned  over  his  buggy,  and  threw  it  down 
the  embankment  of  the  street  upon  which  he  was  driving,  and  thus  he  was 
injured.  Held,  that  if  the  city  was  negligent  in  constructing  the  eml>ank- 
ment,  in  not  providing  it  with  necessary  railing  or  other  means  of  protection, 
and  in  not  keeping  the  street  in  safe  Condition,  and  such  negligence  was  the 
real  cause  of  the  injury  (the  jury  being  the  judge  of  these  matters  as  ques- 
tions of  fact),  the  plaintiff  had  a  cause  of  action.    (See  note,  p.  398.) 

A  CTION  for  negligence.     The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

W.  T.  Netoman,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Z.  «7.  Oreen  (^  Son,  Jno,  T.  Olenn,  McCay  A  Tripye,  for  de- 
fendant. 

Bleckley,  J.  The  declaration  was  demurred  to  generally,  and 
the  demurrer  was  overruled.  The  question  is,  whether  any  cause 
of  action  is  set  forth.  The  case  made  is  this:  Harris  sti-cet,  one  of 
the  public  streets  of  the  city,  is  fifty  feet  wide.  Near  where  it 
crosses  a  branch,  the  city  has  thrown  up  an  embankment  in  the 
street,  ten  feet  high  and  two  hundred  yards  long.  This  embank- 
ment is  only  thirty-five  feet  wide,  fifteen  feet  of  the  street  being 
below  the  embankment.     The  city  has  neglected  to  erect  any  rail- 
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ing  or  other  means  of  protection  along  the  embankment,  for  the 
safety  of  vehicles.  To  do  this  was  its  duty;  the  failure  was  negli- 
gence, and  such  negligence  caused  the  injury  now  complained  of. 
It  was  the  duty  of  the  city  to  keep  the  street  in  safe  condition 
By  reason  of  the  city's  negligence  and  carelessness  in  erecting 
the  embankment  and  leaving  it  in  the  unprotected  condition 
described,  the  plaintiff  has  been  damaged  the  sum  of  $10,000,  ir. 
this:  on  the  30th  of  June,  1875,  he  was  driving  his  buggy,  Witt 
himself  and  three  small  children  in  the  same,  along  said  street, 
upon  the  embankment,  when,  without  fault  or  negligence  on  hi* 
part,  the  horses  attached  to  the  buggy  became  frightened  at  th^. 
blowing  of  a  steam  whistle  in  a  manufacturing  establishment,  ani 
made  a  sudden  and  unexpected  jerk,  detaching  a  single-tree  (tht 
same  being  in  good  order),  which  struck  against  the  legs  of  one  ot 
the  horses,  causing  him  to  turn  suddenly  and  upset  the  buggy^ 
throwing  it  down  the  embankment,  and  thereby  dislocating  thi 
right  knee  of  the  plaintiff,  and  causing  other  injuries  to  himset 
and  his  children.  The  injury  to  the  knee  is  permanent,  has  madi 
his  leg  crooked,  and  will  cause  him  pain  and  suffering  as  long  as  lu 
lives.  He  has  been  subjected  to  great  expense  and  loss  of  time 
has  been  compelled  to  pay  physician's  bills  to  the  amount  of 
$500;  has  been  confined  to  his  bed  for  two  months,  and  is  stiL 
unable  to  walk  about  and  attend  to  business,  and  is  suffering  gre&f 
bodily  pain.  He  could  not  prevent  the  fright  of  the  horses,  no/ 
the  detaching  of  the  single-tree. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  declaration  alleges  negligence  on  tlw 
part  of  the  defendant,  specifies  in  what  it  consisted,  and  avers  thai 
it  caused  the  injury.  The  demurrer  admits  all  this  to  be  true,  as 
well  as  the  nature  of  the  injury,  the  plaintiff's  freedom  from  fault, 
and  the  fact  and  extent  of  his  damage.  In  Georgia,  negligence  i& 
held  to  be  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  We  have  no  doubt  that 
the  declaration  is  suflBcient  in  law,  if  the  jury  shall  believe  it  fully 
proved.  It  will  be  for  them  to  decide  whether  the  street,  under  all 
the  circumstances,  was  less  safe  than  it  should  have  been,  and 
whether  its  unsafe  condition  was  the  real  cause  of  the  injury.  The 
city  was  bound  to  ordinary  and  reasonable  diligence,  and  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  such  protection  as  that  diligence  would  afford — 
nothing  more  and  nothing  less.  Negligence  contributing  to  the 
injury  would  render  the  defendant  liable,  but  any  negligence  which 
did  not  harm  the  plaintiff  would  be,  as  to  him,  as  if  it  were  not 
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The  whole  matter  is  for  the  jury,  under  proper  instructions  from 
the  bench. 

Cited  for  plaintiff  in  error  :  What  demurrer  admits,  4  Ga.  620; 
49  id.  419  ;  Code,  §  3332  ;  Stephens'  PL  143.  Negligence  as  cause 
of  injury.  Dill,  on  Mun.  Corp.,  §  788  ;  Mitchell  v.  Black,  7  Gray, 
100, 104 ;  Howard  v.  Bridgewater,  16  Pick.  189;  SJiepherd  v.  CheU 
sea,  4  Allen,  113  ;  Titus  v.  Northbridge,  97  Mass.  258,  266  ;  Fogg  v. 
Nahant,  98  id.  578 ;  Undenoood  v.  Brown,  106  id.  298  ;  Moore  v. 
Abbott,  32  Me.  46  ;  Farrar  v.  Greene,  id.  574  ;  Moulton  v.  Sa^iford, 
51  id.  127 ;  Jackson  v.  Bellevieu,  30  Wis.  250  ;  Coy  v.  U.  £  S.  H 
R.  Co.,  23  Barb.  643  ;  Daniels  v.  Atkins,  55  Ga.  609-  Whart  on 
Neg.,  §  103,  et  seq. 

For  defendant:  Palmer  y.Andover,  2  Cush.  600;  Winshipy. 
Enfield,  42  N.  H.  197 ;  Manderschid  v.  Dubuque,  25  Iowa,  108 ; 
Lacon  v.  Page,  48  111.  499 ;  Joliet  v.  Verley,  35  id.  63  ;  Am.  Law 
Times,  June,  1876,  p.  92  ;  Code,  §§  2972,  3072  ;  Flanders  v.  Meath, 
27  Ga.  358. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

NoTi  BT  THE  Kbporteb.  —  On  the  vexed  question  of  the  liability  of  municipal  corpora- 
tion for  an  injury  produced  by  a  defect  in  a  street  to  a  runaway  horse,  the  recent  discus- 
sion of  the  New  Torlc  Court  of  Appeals  in  the  case  of  Ring  v.  The  Cit\f  of  Cohoes  decided 
April  15, 1879,  is  in  harmony  with  the  principal  case.  The  following  abstract  of  it  is  from 
19Alb.L.  Jour.  359: 

The  plaintifF  was  driving  a  blind  horse  harnessed  to  a  sleigh  on  the  street  of  a  city;  the 
street  was  thirty  feet  wide  between  curbs  ;  on  the  west  side  there  was  a  heap  of  ashes 
twenty  feet  wide,  three  feet  high,  and  extending  eleven  feet  into  the  street,  leaving  a  road- 
way of  ninteen  feet  ;  a  loaded  wagon  was  coming  southerly  next  the  ashes,  leaving  about 
twelve  feet  clear;  the  plaintiff's  horse,  going  north,  became  frightened,  and  began  to  run; 
the  plaintiff  was  unable  to  restrain  or  guide  him,  and  he  ran  so  near  a  hydrant  on  the  east 
side,  opposite  the  wagon,  as  to  strike  the  nozzle  with  the  cross-bar  of  the  Klcigh,  and  plain- 
tiff was  thrown  against  the  hydrant  and  injured  ;  the  referee  found  that  the  plaintiff  was 
free  from  fault,  and  that  the  city  was  in  fault  for  suffering  the  ashes  in  the  street,  and  for 
suffenng  the  hydrant  nozzle  to  project  into  the  street.  Held,  that  as  to  the  hydrant  the 
finding  was  erroneous,  the  nozzle  projecting  only  four  inches  over  the  gutter;  and  it  not 
appearing,  or  being  found  that  the  ashes  caused  the  accident,  no  liability  can  be  based  on 
the  negligence  of  the  city  in  respect  to  that.  The  city  is  not  bound  to  furnish  roads  safe 
for  horses  to  run  away  upon,  but  to  furnish  reasonably  safe  roads,  and  if  it  does  not,  and 
a  traveller  is  injured  In  consequence  of  a  culpable  defect  in  the  road,  it  is  no  defense  that 
his  horse  was  running  away  at  the  time.  In  Massachusetts,  Maine  and  Wisconsin,  munici- 
pal corporations  are  not  bound  to  make  theUr  roads  so  that  travellers  shall  be  safe  when 
their  horses  are tmmsnageable,  frightened  or  running  away  Moulton  v.  Inhab.of  San- 
ford,  51  Me.  1«7;  Nichols  v.  Tnhah.  of  Athew^  68  Id.  408;  Perkim  v.  Inhab.  of  FayetU,  68 
td.  188;  Davie  v.  Inh€ib.  of  Dudley,  4  Allen.  668;  Titus  v.  Inhab.  of  Nnrthhi-idf^e,  97  Mass.  288; 
FV)(K7  V.  Inhah.  of  NahanU  98  Id.  578;  Murdoch  v.  Tnhab.  of  Warwick,  4  Gray,  178; 
Dreher  v  Inhab.  of  Pitchburg,  88  Wis  675;  Houfe  v.  Inhab.  of  Fult/m,  89  id  296;  9  Am. 
Rep  668.  But  Ih  Vermont,  New  Hampshire,  Connecticut,  Missouri,  Pennsylvania,  and 
Upper  Canada,  a  dllTerent  rule  prevails.  BalduHn  v.  Turnpike  Co.,  40  Conn  838;  Bull  v 
City  of  Kansas,  54  Mo.  801 ;  14  Am.  Rep.  487;  Hunt  v.  Town  of  PouniaU  9  Vt.  411;  Wiuship 
T.  Bn^leW.  48N.  H.  197;  Hey  ▼.  City  of  Philadelvhia,  81  Penn.  St.  44;  88  Am.  Rep.  788; 
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Sherwood  v.  City  of  HdmUton,  97  U.  C.  Q.  B.  410.   When  twocansee  combine  to  produce 
an  injury  to  a  traveller  upon  a  highway,  both  of  wliich  are  in  their  nature  proximate, 
the  one  being  a  culpable  defect  in  the  highway,  and  the  other  some  occurrence  for  which 
neither  party  is  re£X»nsible,  the  municipality  ia  liable  provided  the  injury  would  not  have 
been  sustained  but  for  such  defect. 
To  the  same  effect  is  WUaon  v.  City  of  AUanta,  60  Ga.  478.    There  the  court  say: 
*"  It  seems  that  the  court  was  also  of   opinion  that  where  there  was  a  runaway  of  plain- 
tiir*8  team  there  could  be  no  recovery,  no  matter  what  was  the  negligence  of  defendant  in 
respect  to  the  streets  —  or  in  other  words,  as  the  assignment  of  error  has  it,  that  *  in  a 
case  where  a  swingle-tree  becomes  detached,  and  horses  are  frightened  and  run  away,  and 
run  over  an  embankment,  as  in  this  case,  a  plaintiflF  cannot  recover  damages."    In  our 
judgment,  this  ruling  is  too  strong.    There  might  be  a  case  where  the  swingle-tree  did 
become  detached,  and  the  horses  did  run  away,  and  where  the  city  would  be  liable.    Con- 
cede that  this  embankment  was  not  so  wide  as  it  is,  and  much  higher  from  the  level  of  | 
the  natural  ground,  and  an  accident  happened  and  horses  ran  away,  and  the  faulty  plan 
or  structure  of  the  grading  was  the  real  cause  of  the  damage,  there  could  be  a  recovery,  { 
notwithstanding  the  running  away  of  the  horses.    One  object  of  good  streets  and  roads  is 
to  protect  against  accidents.    The  street  should  be  reasonably  safe  for  ordinary  travel, 
inchiding  such  aoddentB  as  might,  without  fault  on  the  part  of  the  traveller,  beftril  ^ 


Bbntly  V.  Terry 

(B90a.  666.) 
Infancy  —  reUaae  of  paternal  right  of  ewtodp. 

The  father  of  an  infant  may,  by  voluntary  contract,  release  his  parental  power 
over  his  child  to  another. 

The  agreement  to  care  for  the  child,  and  the  fact  that  the  child  is  taken  when 
sick,  and  nursed  into  health  and  strenprth.  and  supported  properly  and  com- 
fortably for  five  years,  are  sufficient  considerations  to  Bup{>ort  such  a  con- 
tract ;  and  the  contract,  though  made  with  the  wife  by  the  child's  father, 
will  be  enforced  it  acquiesced  in  by  the  husband,  and  is  not  revocable,  ex- 
cept for  sufficient  legal  reasons,  such  as  bad  treatment  of  the  child  and  the 
like. 

TJABEAS  CORPUS.     The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

J,  O.  £  W.  0.  McCally  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
W.  Q.  Tttrwer,  for  defendants. 

Jackson^  J.  Mrs.  Bently  and  Mrs.  Terry  are  sisters.  The  latter 
has  no  children.  When  Mrs.  Bently  was  sick  and  had  lost  a  child, 
perhaps  two,  Mrs.  Terry  took  the  little  daughter  of  her  sister 
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home  with  her,  and  nursed  the  child,  who  was  sick,  into  vigor  and 
renewed  life.  She  kept  the  child  some  five  years  ;  sick  for  some 
time  after  she  took  her  ;  delicate  up  to  a  year  or  two  ago  ;  has  sup- 
ported her  comfortably  and  kindly  all  the  time,  without  help  from 
the  little  girl's  parents.  The  child  is  now  some  eight  years  old, 
and  was  taken  by  Mrs.  Terry  when  but  two  or  three  years  old,  and 
almost  lifeless.  The  parents  of  the  child  now  want  the  daughter 
back,  and  sued  out  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  for  her;  the  judge  de- 
cided in  favor  of  the  retention  of  the  little  girl  by  her  aunt,  Mrs. 
Terry.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bently,  the  parents,  excepted  to  that  judg- 
ment, and  the  case  is  before  us  for  review. 

In  regard  to  the  terms  on  which  the  child  was  taken  by  Mrs. 
Terry,  the  evidence  is  conflicting.  The  Terrys  prove  that  the  child 
was  given  to  Mrs.  Terry  by  Mr.  Bently,  by  their  own  evidence  and 
that  of  others.  The  Bentlys  swear  the  contrary,  and  produce  wit- 
nesses to  show  the  contrary.  The  probabilities  are  that  they  may 
have  misunderstood  each  other.  However  that  may  be,  the  judge 
below  has  passed  upon  the  evidence,  and  he  had  a  right  to  do  so  in 
case  of  conflict. 

1.  If  the  contract  was  made  by  Mr.  Bently  with  Mrs.  Terry,  as 
she  asserts,  and  tries  to  prove,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  he  had 
power  to  dispose  of  the  child.  Section  1793  of  the  Code  settles 
the  point.  It  declares  that  *'  parental  power  is  lost  :  1.  By  volun- 
tary contract  releasing  the  right  to  a  third  person."  This  is  pre- 
cisely what  Mr.  Bently  did  in  this  ease,  with  his  daughter,  accord- 
ing to  Mrs.  Terry's  version  of  the  agreement. 

2.  But  it  is  said  that  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  contract, 
and  that  Mrs.  Terry,  being  a  married  woman,  could  not  make  it. 
We  think  that  the  agreement  to  take  the  child  home  and  nurse 
and  care  for  the  little  girl  as  her  own  is  a  sufficient  consideration 
to  support  such  a  contract,  especially  as  it  has  been  executed  for 
five  years  on  the  part  of  Mrs.  Terry.  Nor  do  we  think  that  she 
could  not  make  such  a  contract  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case.  Her  husband  acquiesces  in  it.  He  joins  her  in  defense  of 
this  suit.  He  received  the  child  at  his  house,  and  supports  his 
wife  throughout  the  transaction.  The  contract  is  binding  both  upon 
his  wife  and  himself.  Besides,  this  is  a  sort  of  matter  that  the^ 
wife  will  always  manage,  and  the  husband  must  object  in  time,  if 
he  does  not  wish  to  be  bound  by  her  acts.  In  the  case  of  Janes  v. 
Cleghorn,  54  Ga.  10,  the  contract  there  enforced  was  with  a  mar 
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ried  woman.     Bat  it  is  clear  that^  in  this  case,  the  husband  has 
ratified  all  that  bis  wife  did. 

3.  Thecontract  when  made  and  executed  in  part,  as  in  this  case,  is 
clearly  irrevocable  by  the  parent,  unless  for  good  cause.  This  change 
of  mind  is  not  such  good  legal  cause.  It  would  be  wrong  to  hold 
that,  after  the  child  has  been  nursed,  and  loved,  and  cherished 
under  the  contract  for  five  years,  it  could  be  revoked  at  pleasure  by 
the  parent  If  the  child  were  badly  treated,  it  might  be  annulled^ 
if  any  other  good  reason  arose,  it  could  be  set  aside  as  any  other 
contract  which  was  violated  ;  but  for  no  cause  at  all,  it  cannot  be. 
And  so  it  was  held  in  54  Ga.  10,  before  cited. 

[Omitting  a  minor  point.] 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Rountree  v.  Dbnnard. 

(60Ga.ft29.) 
Statutory  construction  —  exfmption  —  ?iead  of  family. 

The  law  provided  that  "  each  head  of  a  family  or  guardian  of  a  family  of 
minor  children  "  should  be  entitled  to  a  homestead.  Held,  that  the  guardian 
of  one  minor  child  was  entitled  to  a  homestead. 

QUESTION  of  homestead  exemption.    The  facts  are  stated  in 
the  opinion. 

B,  M,  Davis,  Duncan  S  Miller^  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Warren  £  Orice,  for  defendants. 

Jackson,  J.  Rountree  was  the  guardian  of  one  minor  child,, 
who  was  the  only  child  left  by  his  father,  and  the  question  on 
appeal  from  the  ordinary  was  whether  such  one  child  was  entitled 
to  a  homestead  and  exemption  as  a  family  of  minor  children  would 
have  been  entitled  to  under  the  Constitution  and  laws,  and 
whether  the  guardian  could  have  the  same  set  apart  for  the 
benefit  of  one  child  just  as  for  a  family  of  more  than  one,  if  more 
had  survived  the  father. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  that  one  child  could  not  constitate  a 
Vol.  XXVII  — 61 
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family  of  minor  children  in  the  sense  of  tliose  words  in  the  Con- 
stitution; the  jury  found  against  the  application  of  the  guardian, 
and  the  guardian  excepted;  and  the  question  is,  was  the  charge 
right? 

We  think  that  the  charge  was  wrong.  The  Constitution  declares 
that  "  each  head  of  a  family,  or  guardian  or  trustee  of  a  family  of 
minor  children,  shall  be  entitled  to  a  homestead  of  realty  to  the 
value  of  two  thousand  dollare,  in  specie,  and  personal  property  to 
the  value  of  one  thousand  dollars,  in  specie,  both  to  be  valued  at 
the  time  they  are  set  apart."     Code,  §  5135. 

It  is  clear  that  the  head  of  a  family,  though  the  family  be  but 
one  child,  would  be  entitled  to  the  homestead.  The  family  would 
be  the  head  and  the  child. 

In  case  there  should  be  no  father  or  mother,  then  the  guardian 
becomes  the  head  of  the  family,  and  the  minor  and  himself  would 
constitute  the  family  —  the  property  being  for  the  use  of  the  child. 

A  minor  —  particularly  a  very  young  one  —  would  live  with  the 
guardian,  and  be  part  of  his  family,  and  the  property  would  be  for 
a  family,  in  contemplation  of  law,  consisting  of  this  guardian  and 
child.  It  is  true  that  it  is  ruled  in  46  Ga.  231  that  a  widow,  with- 
out any  child,  is  not  the  head  of  a  family;  and  that  is  right,  for  she 
is  not;  but  suppose  that  she  had  one  child,  then  she  would  have 
been,  and  she  and  the  child  would  have  been  the  family  —  she  the 
head  and  the  child  the  other  part  of  it;  or  it  may  be,  as  she  alone 
could  not  get  the  homestead,  that  the  child  alone  would  constitute 
t\\Q family  of  which  she  was  the  head.  Can  the  child  be  deprived 
of  the  homestead  because  it  has  no  father  or  mother  ? 

Was  this  the  spirit  and  sense  of  the  Constitution  ?  We  think 
not;  but  that  it  was  intended  to  give  to  orphans,  whether  one  or 
more,  the  same  rights  as  to  other  children  whose  parents  was  alive, 
and  the  fact  that  a  man  has  a  family  is  true,  whether  that  family 
be  one  child  or  many;  and  the  fact  that  a  widow  has  a  family  is 
also  true,  whether  her  husband  left  her  with  one  child  or  more. 

For  these  reasons,  looking  at  the  reason  and  spirit  of  the  Con- 
stitution, and  the  law  which  copies  it  —  Code,  §  2002^ — and  not 
sticking  in  its  bare  letter,  we  have  no  doubt  that  the  court  below 
erred  in  his  construction,  and  we  reverse  the  judgment 

Judgment  reversed* 
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Ohabloite,  Columbia  and  Augusta  E.  E.  Co.  v,  Gow. 

(50  Ga.  686.) 

Principal  and  mr^t^ — laehei  of  prindpaL 

The  agent  of  a  corporation,  being  under  bond  to  account  and  pay  over  dailj, 
cannot  be  trusted  with  more  money  at  his  surety's  risk  after  dishonesty  of 
the  agent  Is  disoovered  by  the  corporation.  But  he  may  be  so  trusted,  so  long 
as  the  circumstances,  fairly  interpreted,  point,  not  to  moral  turpitude,  but 
to  a  want  of  diligence  or  punctuality  rather  than  to  a  want  of  integrity* 

A  OTION  on  bond.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

H.  Clay  Ibster,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

John  T.  Shewmake,  for  defendants. 

Blegkley,  J.  The  action  (commenced  March  11,  1874)  is  by  a 
corporation,  obligee  in  a  bond,  against  the  obligors,  Wylly  as  prin- 
cipal, and  Gow  and  another  Wylly  as  sureties.  The  bond  bears 
date  November  21,  1871,  is  in  the  penal  sum  of  five  thousand  dol- 
lars, and  the  obligors  are  bound,  jointly  and  severally,  for  the  pay- 
ment thereof;  the  obligation>  however,  to  be  void  on  condition  that 
the  obligor  Wylly  (the  principal)  shall  well  and  faithfully  execute, 
perform  and  discharge  all  the  duties  as  agent  of  the  corporation, 
and  shall  require  all  the  freight  charges  and  passenger  fares  to  be 
paid  in  cash,  and  account  to  the  corporation  therefor  daily,  and 
transmit  or  pay  over  all  money  so  received  to  the  treasurer  or 
proper  oflBcer  of  the  corporation  —  said  payments  to  be  made 
daily  —  and  deliver  to  all  owners  all  goods,  chattels  or  merchan- 
dise which  may  arrive,  or  be  committed  to  his  care  or  charge,  as 
agent  at  the  Augusta  depot,  or  at  any  depot  where  he  may  be 
placed  in  charge  of  business  of  the  corporation,  and  collect  freight 
charges  according  to  the  terms  and  rates  prescribed  by  the  corpo- 
ration. The  breaches  assigned  in  the  declaration  are,  that  Wylly 
failed  to  well  and  faithfully  execute,  perform  and  discharge  all  the 
duties  as  agent  of  the  corporation;  that  he  did  not  require  all  the 
freight  charges  and  passenger  fares  to  be  paid  in  cash;  that  he  did 
not  account  to  the  corporation  therefor  daily,  and  transmit  or  pay 
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over  all  money  so  received  to  the  tretusurer  or  proper  officer  of  the 
corporation  daily;  that  he  failed  to  collect  all  fi'eight  charges  in 
cash  and  transmit  or  pay  over  to  the  treasurer  or  proper  officer  of  the 
corporation  all  money  received  from  freights  and  passenger  fares, 
but  retained  and  refuses  to  account  for  six  thousand  dollare  so  had 
and  received.  Gow  alone  defended.  He  pleaded  "not  indebted," 
and  that  the  plaintiff  failed  and  neglected  to  enforce  so  much  of 
the  condition  as  required  of  the  principal  daily  accounts  of  cash 
received,  and  daily  remittances  and  daily  payments  to  the  proper 
officer  of  the  coi'poration,  and  payment  in  cash  for  freight  charges, 
but  on  the  contrary  allowed,  consented  to,  agreed  and  required 
accounts  and  remittances  at  longer  intervals,  and  consented  to. 
agreed  and  connived  at  the  delivery  of  freights  upon  credit,  with- 
out the  consent  or  knowledge  of  Gow,  whereby  his  risk  was  increased 
and  he  exposed  to  greater  liability.  There  was  a  further  special 
plea,  but  it  was  not  insisted  on.  The  evidence,  as  condensed  b^ 
the  reporter,  will  appear  in  the  report. 

Most  of  the  cases  cited  by  counsel,  as  well  as  some  others,  wc 
have  examined.  Special  attention  should  be  directed  to  Pittsburg, 
Fort  Wayne  and  Chicago  Railway  Co.  v.  Shaeffer,  59  Penn.  St.  350, 
Atlas  Bank  v.  BrownelU  9  R.  I.  1G8;  11  Am.  Rep.  231;  McKecknii 
v.  Ward,  58  N.  Y.  541  ;  17  Am.  Rep.  281 ;  Phillips  v.  FoxalU  L 
R,  7  Q.  B.  666  ;  and  Sanderson  v.  Aston,  L.  R.,  8  Exch.  73. 
While,  from  these  authorities  and  those  they  refer  to,  we  have 
derived  much  assistance,  we  have  not  considered  that  they  rule  for 
us  the  precise  case  before  us. 

1.  When  the  agent  of  a  corporation,  appointed  for  an  indefinite 
time,  is  under  bond  to  account  and  pay  over  daily,  and  he  fails  to 
perform  for  one  day,  or  any  number  of  days,  whether  he  can  bo 
afterward  trusted  with  additional  funds  at  the  risk  of  the  surety 
upon  his  bond,  consistently  with  good  faith  and  fair  dealing,  with- 
out first  giving  notice  to  the  surety,  depends  upon  the  apparent 
cause  of  his  failure.  If  the  corporation,  or  its  supervising  officers, 
have  reason  to  believe  that  it  results  from  dishonest  practices  or 
intentions,  such  as  a  conversion  of  the  money,  or  a  purpose  to  con- 
vert it,  no  further  funds  can  rightfully  be  committed  to  his  custody. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  circumstances  do  not  point  to  moral 
turpitude,  but  to  lax  habits  of  business,  mere  negligence,  procrasti- 
nation, a  want  of  diligence  or  punctuality  rather  than  a  want  of 
honesty,  the  corporation  may  continue  to  trust  him,  treating  his 
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fiuccessive  failures  in  promptness  as  breaches  of  contract  only,  and 
relying  upon  the  bond  for  protection  should  ultimate  loss  occur. 
When  a  thief  is  detected,  confidence  ought  to  be  withdrawn,  at 
least  until  those  who  are  likely  to  be  injured  by  his  larcenies  have 
been  warned.  To  persist  in  supplying  him  with  money  after  he 
has  made  up  his  mind  to  steal,  and  you  know  it,  is  contrary  to 
sound  morality,  unless  you  mean  to  bear  the  loss  yourself.  Con- 
siderations, not  of  contract  only,  but  of  crime,  are  involved.  A 
question  of  honesty  is  raised,  and  honesty  and  equity  are  one.  You 
cannot  knowingly  expose  your  own  to  the  grasp  of  known  dishon- 
esty, at  another  man's  risk,  he  being  absent  and  unwarned.  To 
do  so  and  make  him  bear  the  consequences,  is  to  do,  not  equity,  but 
iniquity.  On  the  other  hand,  indolence,  carelessness,  inattention 
to  business,  want  of  promptness,  a  disposition  to  put  off  and  pro- 
crastinate, are  failings  that,  for  the  most  part,  stay  outside  of  the 
Penal  Code,  and  may  consist  with  moral  integrity.  Of  such 
infirmities  and  their  consequences,  a  surety  may  be  supposed  to 
have  considered,  once  for  all,  when  he  entered  into  his  contract. 
They  are,  so  to  speak,  insurable,  though  hazardous,  and  the  under- 
writer may  be  left  to  take  care  of  himself.  When  they  furnish  the 
apparent  reason  why  money  and  accounts  ai*e  not  forthcoming  at 
the  time  or  times  appointed,  the  case  is  not  desperate,  and  business 
may  proceed.  Other  explanations  of  delay  may  be  consistent  with 
honesty.  In  naming  some,  it  is  not  meant  to  suggest  that  the 
enumeration  is  complete. 

2.  For  the  agent's  deviation  in  performance,  from  the  terms  of 
the  bond,  as  set  out  in  the  condition,  to  be  ground  for  the  discharg- 
ing his  surety  (except  on  the  score  of  continuing  the  trust  after 
known  dishonesty),,  the  deviation  must  be  rightful  and  not  wrong- 
ful. Wrongful  deviation  would  be  a  breach  of  the  condition,  and, 
of  course,  would  tend  to  hold  the  surety  and  not  to  free  him.  For 
a  deviation  to  be  rightful,  it  must  rest,  either  on  convention  or  on 
instructions.  Any  change  of  terms,  by  a  new  agreement  between 
the  corporation  and  the  agent,  being  made  without  the  surety's 
consent,  the  surety  would  no  longer  be  bound  except  to  answer  for 
a  prior  breach,  if  any  had  occurred.  So,  if  without  any  new  agree- 
ment, the  agent  be  instructed  by  the  corporation  to  disregard  any 
of  the  terms  of  the  condition  favorable  to  the  surety,  and  he  does 
so,  the  surety  is  thereby  discharged.  Even  a  nudum  pactum,  acted 
upon  and  executed,  would  be  effective  as  instructions  from  the  cor- 
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poration  to  the  agent,  and  would  work  the  same  result  This  is 
because  the  agent,  though  under  bond,  is  to  be  guided  by  the  will 
of  the  corpomtion,  his  master.  Being  subject  to  its  oi*dei's,  his 
obedience  to  its  commands  could  not  be  a  breach  of  his  obligation. 
But  care  is  to  be  taken,  whether  in  the  case  of  agreement  or  instruc- 
tions, that  the  will  of  the  corporation  has  been  duly  expressed  or 
signified.  Novation,  to  be  recognized  as  such,  must  take  place 
through  an  officer  or  agent  having  power  to  contract  in  the  prem- 
ises on  the  corporate  behalf.  So,  instructions  must  proceed  from 
the  officer  or  agent  whose  business  it  is  to  make  known  the  corpo- 
rate will  in  like  cases  generally,  or  in  the  particular  instance  by 
special  authority.  It  will  be  unsafe  to  treat  a  new  contract  as 
existing,  or  certain  instructions  as  duly  given,  without  scrutiniz- 
ing the  powers  of  those  officers  or  agents  concerned  in  the  transac- 
tion. To  group  them  under  the  designation  of  "  superior  officers," 
and  there  stop,  will  not  be  sufficient,  unless  the  evidence  shall  war- 
rant the  inference  of  ratification  by  competent  authority  ;  as  to 
which,  see  18  Ga.  431,  432 ;  20  id.  276.  Implied  contract,  or  im- 
plied instructions,  if  clearly  established,  would  have  the  same  effect 
as  express  contract  or  express  instructions.  But  the  implication 
should  be  absolutely  necessary,  under  the  evidence,  and  rise  to  such 
force  as  to  be  equivalent  to  open  and  direct  expression.  In  deal- 
ing with  so  solemn  an  instrument  as  a  specialty,  its  regular  legal 
operation  should  not  be  varied  by  matters  resting  on  inference, 
without  great  strength  of  conviction  as  to  the  precise  matters 
alleged. 

We  have  now  sketched  the  principles  which  we  deem  applicable 
to  the  case  before  us,  in  the  light  of  the  pleadings  and  the  evidence. 
The  surety  is  discharged  if  the  corporation  discovered  dishonesty 
in  the  agent  and  afterward  intrusted  him  with  more  funds,  with- 
out first  giving  some  notice  or  warning  to  the  surety;  or  if  tho 
agent  deviated  in  performance  from  the  conditions  of  the  bond, 
rightfully  ;  which  he  could  not  do  except  by  contract  or  under 
instructions,  either  express,  or  so  plainly  and  certaingly  implied  as 
to  be  equally  definite  and  free  from  doubt  as  if  openly  and  directly 
expressed.  Of  course,  any  discharge,  by  whatever  means  effected, 
would  not  operate  retrospectively,  so  as  to  exempt  from  suit  for 
breaches  previously  occurring.  Notice  of  such  breaches  would  not 
be  necessary  to  perfect  the  right  of  action,  or  to  preserve  it  through- 
out the  period  allowed  for  suit  by  the  statute  of  limitations.    See 
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what  is  said  upon  the  subject  of  notice  in  Wright  v.  Shorter ,  56 
Ga.  77,  78. 

3.  It  remains  to  consider  the  several  points  in  the  court's  charge 
to  the  jury,  complained  of  in  the  motion  for  new  trial.  The  exact 
language  of  the  charge  is  quoted  from  the  record: 

(a)  "That  if  the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that  plaintiff 
departed  from  the  terms  of  the  contract  set  out  in  the  bond,  by 
authorizing,  or  consenting  to,  or  conniving  at,  the  delivery  of 
freights  on  a  credit  by  Wylly,  without  the  consent  or  knowledge 
of  Gk)w,  the  surety,  then  the  surety,  Gow,  is  not  liable  in  this 
action  for  losses  resulting  from  such  credit  deliveries." 

We  think  this  paragraph  of  the  charge  erroneous,  because  the 
contract  set  out  in  the  bond  does  not  stipulate  for  any  thing  in- 
consistent with  a  grant  of  authority,  at  the  will  of  the  corporation, 
to  deliver  freights  on  a  credit.  On  the  contrary,  the  agent  under- 
took to  collect  all  freight  charges  according  to  the  terms  and  rates 
prescribed  by  the  company.  The  terms  were  at  the  control  of  the 
corporation,  and  the  agent's  duty  was  to  obey  instructions.  Com- 
pliance with  instructions  would  be  compliance  with  the  bond  touch- 
ing this  part  of  his  duty.  After  proving  such  compliance  in  mak- 
ing delivery  and  in  efforts  to  collect  after  delivery,  neither  the 
agent  nor  his  surety  would  be  answerable  for  failure  to  collect- 
Losses  which  resulted  from  the  terms,  and  not  from  neglect  of  the 
agent  to  carry  them  out,  must  be  borne  by  the  company.  The 
chief  objection  to  the  paragraph  is,  that  it  misconstrues  the  con- 
tract, and  puts  the  jury  to  looking  for  a  departure  where  there 
could  be  none.     So  we  think. 

(J)  *'In  determining  these  questions  of  change  of  contract  — 
consent  —  connivance,  and  authority,  and  knowledge  of  violations 
and  breaches  of  contract,  you  will  look  to  acts  as  well  as  words  of 
parties  —  also  omissions  and  silence  of  parties,  and  ascertain  there- 
from, and  all  other  evidence,  the  conduct  and  intent  of  parties  in 
relation  to  the  matters  in  dispute,"  adding  thereto,  **  and  if  plain- 
tiff knew  of  such  violation,  and  did  not  object,  then  assent  may  be 
inferred." 

This  part  of  the  charge,  except  the  concluding  propositions, 
seems  obscure.  Perhaps  it  was  plain  to  the  jury,  for  they  had  it 
in  its  due  order  and  connection.  The  silence  of  a  corporation  ia 
not  in  itself  a  matter  from  which  much  can  be  inferred  against  it. 
Knowledge,  attended  with  failure  to  object,  unless  the  jury  should 
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believe  the  circumstances  called  for  objection,  would  be  no  basis 
for  an  inference.  What  facts  will  enable  the  jury  to  infer  other 
facts  is  generally  matter  for  the  jury  to  decide  for  themselves. 
Besides,  a  contract  secured  by  an  agent's  bond  ought  to  be  kept 
until  the  corporation  contracts  change  it,  or  until  the  agent  is 
instructed  not  to  execute  it.  Why  should  the  agent  violate  it, 
and  take  license,  from  the  mere  silence  of  the  corporation,  to 
repeat  the  violation  over  and  over  ?  The  agent  and  the  surety 
undertake  that  their  bond  shall  be  performed.  The  corporation  is 
not  bound  to  see  to  the  performance  as  to  matters  which  come 
clearly  within  the  surety's  undertaking. 

(c)  "  Any  change  of  the  terms  of  the  bond,  without  the  consent 
of  the  surety,  within  the  knowledge  of  plaintiff,  or  the  superior 
officers  of  Wylly,  by  which  losses  accrued,  cannot  be  charged  to 
the  surety.  Hence  if  the  default  of  Wylly  was  by  reason  of  non- 
payment of  freights  before  delivery,  or  non-transmission  of 
collections  daily,  with  the  knowledge,  permission  or  consent  of 
plaintiff,  he  is  not  liable  therefor,  and  your  verdict  should 
be  for  the  defendant,  Gow."  Mere  knowledge  of  the  corporation 
would  not  be  sufficient  to  work  discharge,  nor  would  that  of  the 
agent's  superior  officers,  as  a  class.  What  officers  are  referred  to, 
and  what  are  their  powers  and  duties,  would  be  material  even  if 
their  knowledge  would  suffice.  We  have  already  said  that  a  de- 
parture by  the  agent  from  the  terms  of  the  bond,  unless  known 
to  be  dishonest  in  act  or  purpose,  would  not  discharge  the  surety, 
unless  done  by  conti-act,  or  in  pui-suance  of  instructions.  Any 
other  departure  would  be  simple  breach  of  the  bond,  and  instead  of 
being  a  reason  for  letting  the  surety  off,  would  be  the  best  of  rea- 
sons for  holding  him  liable  and  making  him  pay." 

(rf)  *^  No  delay  or  non-action  by  plaintiff  in  compelling  pay- 
ments, or  allowing  freights  delivered  without  payment,  unless  for 
a  consideration  or  benefit  to  plaintiff,  will  discharge  the  surety 
unless  loss  accrued  thereby  to  securities  held,  or  it  amounted 
to  such  conduct  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  as  to  so  change  the  con- 
tract or  bond  as  to  increase  the  risk  of  the  surety."  If  the  jury 
understood  this  paragraph,  it  probably  did  no  harm.  We  think, 
however,  it  is  too  vague,  and  that  it  should  be  omitted  when  the 
case  is  tried  again.  The  vagueness  is  principally  in  the  words 
**such  conduct,"  and  in  the  possible  implication  that  delay  or  non- 
action might  work  a  change  in  the  contract. 
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(e)  "If  the  maker,  Wylly,  permitted  goods  to  be  delivered  with- 
out payment  of  freights,  and  Joss  accrued  therefrom,  and  the  plaintiff 
knew  of  such  delivery  without  prepayment,  the  surety,  Gow,  cannot 
be  charged  with  such  a  loss."  This  is  undoubtedly  erroneous.  In 
the  first  place,  it  assumes  that  delivery  without  prepayment  of 
charges  would  infringe  the  condition  of  the  bond,  though  sanc- 
tioned by  the  company.  This,  we  have  said,  is  not  our  construc- 
tion of  the  language  of  the  condition.  But  if  it  would  infringe 
the  condition,  surely  knowledge  by  the  company,  especially  without 
reference  to  the  time  of  acquiring  it,  would  not  be  enough  to  saddle 
the  company  with  the  loss.  The  truth  is  that  whether  the  agent  or 
the  company  should  be  the  loser  as  to  freight  charges  not  collected, 
depends  upon  whether  the  agent  complied  with  or  violated  his  in- 
structions. 

(/)  **One  of  the  requirements  of  the  bond  being  that  Wylly 
should  make  daily  settlements,  if  the  plaintiff  permitted,  allowed 
or  consented  to,  weekly  or  monthly  payments,  and  losses  thereby 
accrued,  the  surety,  Gow,  cannot  be  charged  therewith."  We  thinlf 
this  was  error.  It  would  be  quite  right  to  permit  all  the  payments, 
whether  daily,  weekly  or  monthly,  that  the  agent  would  make.  If 
the  plaintiff,  by  contract  or  instructions,  dispensed  with  daily  pay- 
ments, and  authorized  weekly  or  monthly  payments  in  lieu  thereof, 
the  risk  of  the  surety  was  increased,  and  he  was  discharged  from 
that  time  forth.  We  will  add  that  general  orders,  such  as  appear 
in  the  record,  are  not  necessarily  inconsistent  with  the  condition  of 
the  bond.  They  stand  to  this  contract  somewhat  as  general  statutes 
do  to  a  particular  statute.  It  would  be  altogether  practicable,  and 
might  be  altogether  reasonable,  to  have  special  regulations  for  the 
Augusta  agency  depending  upon  specific  contract — such  a  contract 
as  the  condition  of  the  bond  sets  forth^ 

{g)  "  This  is  a  bond  for  the  faithful  performance  by  Wylly  of  the 
duties  of  agent  for  plaintiffs,  and  in  two  of  its  most  important 
stipulations,  the  manner  of  its  performance  is  specifically  stated; 
any  change  of  its  mode  and  manner  of  performance  by  the  agent 
with  the  consent,  knowledge  or  approbation  of  the  plaintiffs,  by 
which  the  risk  of  the  surety  was  increased,  or  from  which  losses 
accrued,  will  discharge,  and  you  should  so  find." 

Omitting  the  word  "  knowledge,"  this  paragraph  may  be  deemed 
correct ;  but  what  will  constitute  consent  or  approbation  should  be 
squared  with  what  has  been  said  in  reference  to  contract  and  in- 
Vol.  XXVII  —  52 
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structions.  Moreover,  that  discharge  as  to  latter  breaches  would 
not  necessarily  involve  discharge  as  to  earlier  ones  should  not  be 
lost  sight  of. 

Cited  for  the  corporation  :  Pittsburg,  Ft.  W.,  etc.,  R,  R.  Co,  v. 
SchaeffeVy  59  Penii.  St.  350  ;  Oherndorfy.  Union  Bank,  1  Am.  Rep. 
31;  iVoolfolh  V.  Plaiit.  46  Ga.  426;  Crawford  v.  Garden,  33  id.  173, 
184 ;  Bonner  v.  Nelson,  57  id.  433  ;  Ooodwyn  v.  Hightower,  30  id. 
249  ;  Hollingsworth  v.  Tanner,  44  id.  12;  Code,  §  2154  ;  Greeley  v. 
Bota,  2  Mete.  176;  Wagman  v.  Jloag,  14  Barb.  232;  46  Tenn.  263; 
Leavitt  v.  Savage,  16  Me.  72;  Bailey  v.  Adams,  10  N.  H.  162;  Saw- 
yer V.  Patterson,  11  Ala.  523;  Farmers^  Bank  v.  Reynolds,  13  Ohio 
St  84;  Lunisden  v.  Leonard,  55  Ga.  374;  Crawford  v.  Yaulden,  33 
id.  173  ;  Reid  v.  Flipper,  47  id.  273;  McKecknie  v.  Ward,  58  N. 
Y.  541;  17  Am.  Rep.  281;  Pitts.,  Ft.  W.,  <Sc.,R.R.  Co.  x.Schaeffer, 
8  Am.  L.  IRvg.  (X.  S.)  110  ;  Atlas  Bank  v.  Brownell,  11  Am.  Rep. 
232;  Lmidnn  Assur.  Co.  v.  Buckle,  4  J.  B.  Moore,  153 ;  Toomer  v. 
Dickerson,  *37  Ga.  438  ;  Stewart  v.  Barrow,  55  id.  664  ;  Clark  v. 
Sickles,  21  Am.  Rep.  608  ;  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corp.,  §  321  ;  Mur- 
ror  V.  Mech.  Bank,  7  Curtis  (U.  S.),  446,  454 ;  Graves  v.  Lebanon 
Naf,  Bank.  19  Am.  Rep.  53;  Amherst  Bank  v.  Root,  2  Mete.  541; 
Jo7ieH  V.  U.  S..  18  Wall.  662 ;  Code,  §  2154;  Lumsden  v.  Leonard, 
55  Ga.  374  ;  Stewart  v.  Barrow,  id.  664 ;  Bonner  v.  Nelson,  57 
id.  433;  i^«fiV/  v.  Flipper,  47  id.  273;  Sullivan  v.  Hugely,  48  id.  489; 
Cbrn  jE'x.  /?w.  v.  Bahcock,  1  Am.  Rep.  606. 

Cited  for  the  surety  :  3  Pai-s.  on  Cont.  356  ;  De  Colyar  on  Guar- 
an  tees,  432,  434;  Taylor  v.  Governor,  17  Ga.  534  (3),  (4);  Hayes  v. 
Little,  52  id.  555;  Code  of  1873,  §§2153-4;  DeColyar  on  Guaran- 
tees, 276,  304,  396  ;  Davies  v.  Byrne,  10  Ga.  235  ;  Atlanta  Nat. 
Bank  y.  Douglass,  51  id.  205;  11  Eng.  C.  L.  (5  B.  &  C),  458;  De 
Colyar  on  Guarantees,  324,. 376,  385;  Hunt  v.  Roberts,  45  N.  Y.  691  ; 
Phillips  V.  Foxall,  L.  R.,  7  Q.  B.  666,  July,  1872  ;  McKecknie  v. 
Ward,  17  Am.  Rep.  281;  Atlas  Bank  v.  Brownell,  11  id.  231;  Pid- 
cock  V.  Bishop,  3  B.  &  C.  605  (10  Eng.  C.  L.)  ;  Atlanta  N.  Bk.  v. 
Douglass,  51  Ga.  205;  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  48  ;  Chapman  v.  Macon,  55 
Ga.  566  ;  Nelson  v.  R.  R.  &  B.  Co.,  48  id.  152  ;  Atlanta  v.  P&rdue, 
53  id.  607  ;  Casteberry  v.  Scandrett,  20  id.  245  ;  (8) ;  Bryant  v. 
Booze,  55  id.  438;  Veasey  v.  Graliam,  17  id.  99;  Code,  §  2200;  Bryan 
V.  Watson,  20  Ga.  480  (11  request),  (12);  Bray  v.  Gunn,  53  id.  144; 
1  "Greenl.  Ev.  48;  Story  on  Agency,  §95;  Newton  v.  Brice,  41  Ga 
186 ;  Statham  v.  State,  id.  607.  Judgment  reversed. 
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Thk  Western  Railroad  v.  Thomas. 

(aO  Ga.  318.) 
Action  for  obsimctitig  levy —  w?io  may  maintain. 

The  agent  of  a  railroad  company  obstructed  an  officer  in  levying  an  attach- 
ment upon  goods  loaded  upon  one  of  the  trains  of  the  company,  and  removed 
the  goods  out  of  the  State  by  running  out  the  train.  Udd,  not  to  furnish  a 
cause  of  action  against  the  company,  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff  in 
attachment. 

ACTION  for  damages.     The   report  gives  no  facts  other  than 
those  indicated  in  the  head  note. 

Joseph  F,  PoUy  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Hatcher  i^  Goefrhiua^  for  defendant. 

Bleckley,  J.  To  aid  a  debtor  in  removing  his  property  out  of 
the  State  is  not  an  actionable  injury  to  the  creditor.  This  is  the 
rule  where  process  of  seizure  has  not  issued.  19  Ga.  141.  That  a 
debtor  after  arrest  has  been  rescued  by  a  mob  is  no  excuse  to  offi- 
cer. 20  id.  .598.  No  case  exactly  like  the  present  was  produced  in 
the  argument,  and  none  such  is  known  to  us.  The  two  just  cited 
are  as  near  in  point  as  any  we  have  been  able  to  find.  They  would 
seem  to  suggest,  if  not  to  furnish,  a  rule  of  decision  for  the  case 
l)efore  us.  A  ministerial  officer,  armed  with  due  process  of  law 
and  acting  within  it,  is  the  servant  of  the  Starte  and  not  of  the 
])laintiff.  Resistance  to  him  is  resistance  to  the  public  authority, 
and  is  a  penal  ofFense.  Code,  §  4476.  He  can  command  assist- 
ance, and  must  do  it  at  his  peril  when  he  is  in  a  situation  to  require 
it.  He  can  summon  a  posse,  and  with  their  support  carry  his  pro- 
cess into  execution.  If  it  was  his  duty  to  make  the  levy,  and  he 
failed  to  do  it,  the  plaintiff's  remedy  is  ag^nst  him,  and  not  against 
those  who  obstructed  him.  Civilly  considered,  the  obstruction  was 
an  injury  to  him,  not  to  the  plaintiff.  If  the  officer  could  have 
made  the  levy  had  there  been  no  resistance,  then,  in  contemplation 
of  law,  he  could  have  made  it  in  spite  of  the  resistance.     It  does 
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not  appear  that  lie  commanded  assistance,  or  that  there  was  none 
at  hand. 

The  court  erred  in  sustaining  the  certiorari. 

Cited  in  argument,  Garaway  v.  Atlanta  S  W.  I\  E,  R.  Co.,  58 
Ga.  216;  1  Redf.  on  Railways,  p.  535  et  seq.;  Code,  §§  2951,  29G2, 
3033;  Savannah,  G.,  etc.,  E.  E.  Co. v.  Wilcox,  48  Ga.  432;  1  Black, 
101 ;  Paget  y.  Perchard,  1  Espinasse,  205,  and  note. 

Judgment  reversed* 


Williams  v.  Statk  op  Georgia. 

(60  Ga.  8«7.) 

Criminal  law  —  limiting  time  of  prisoner  a  counsel  in  addressing  jury. 

In  the  trial  of  a  felony,  whether  the  prisoner  is  heard  through  one  counsel  of 
two,  the  length  of  the  argument  is  not  a  matter  for  pre-determination  by 
the  court.  As  argument  progresses,  the  court  may  confine  the  range  of  it 
to  the  facts  and  law  of  the  case,  and  may  interdict  idle  repetition;  but  so 
long  as  counsel  speaks  to  the  point,  proceeds  in  good  faith,  and  wastes  no 
time,  the  court  should  forbear  to  interfere,  but  leave  the  limits  of  the  speech 
to  the  discretion  of  the  speaker,  until  it  is  manifest  that  the  discussion  is 
complete,  or  the  subject  exhausted.  (See  note,  p.  418.) 

TNDICTMENT  for  larceny.     The  opinion  states  the  facts, 

H.  C.  Enoin,  Dessait  c^  Stroliecher,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
C  L.  Barttett,  solicitor-general,  by  W.  A.  Lofton,  for  State. 

Bleckley,  J.  [Omitting  a  minor  point]  The  length  of  argu- 
ment, in  the  trial  of.  a  felony,  is  not  a  matter  for  pre-deter- 
mination  by  the  court.  How  can  the  court  know,  in  hours  and 
minutes,  how  long  the  argument  ought  to  be  ?  There  is  no  rule 
of  practice  that  settles  it,  and  the  judge  cannot  settle  it  by 
what  he  may  suppose  sufficient.  As  argument  progresses,  he 
may  confine  its  range  to  the  facts  and  law  of  the  case,  and  may 
interdict  idle  repetition  ;  but  while  counsel  speak  to  the  point,  and 
proceed  in  good  faith,  wasting  no  time,  how  can  the  court  forbear 
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to  be  patient,  and  hear  what  is  said  ?    When  it  is  manifest  that 
the  discussion  is  complete,  and  the  subject  exhausted,  a  stop  may 
be  ordered. 
[Omitting  minor  points,  j 

Judgment  reversed. 

NoTB  BT  THE  RspoBTBR  —  In  WhiU  T.  PeofjUe^  8  Gent.  L.  J.  273,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
niinois  held  that  upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  the  defendant  has  a  constitutional  right 
to  ample  time  for  the  argument  of  his  case  before  the  jury,  and  that  a  limitation  of  fire 
minutes  to  counsel  for  the  defendant  on  a  trial  for  larceny  was  unreasonable.  The  same 
court  said  In  Meredeih  v.  PeajpiU,  84  111.  480,  that  the  argument  of  a  cause  was  as  much  a 
part  of  the  trial  as  the  taking  of  evidence.  In  Pe(yj(Ae  v.  Kteaan,  13  Cal.  581,  the  4efend- 
ant  was  tried  upon  an  indictment  for  murder,  and  the  trial  court  limited  his  counsel  to  a 
speech  of  an  hour  and  a  half,  and  to  this  action  of  the  court  an  exception  was  taken;  at 
the  expiration  of  the  hour  and  a  half  the  prisoner's  counsel  applied  for  an  exteosion  of 
the  time,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  Qnlsh  his  argument  to  the  jury,  but  his  application  was 
refused,  and  he  again  excepted.  The  case  was  one  depending  on  circumstantial  testimony. 
The  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  judgment  of  conviction,  on  account  of  such  limitation  of 
the  time  allowed  for  argument,  and  they  say:  *'  It  Is  impossible  to  deny  that  if  the  con- 
stitutional  privflege  of  being  heard  by  counsel  be  allowed  at  all,  it  must  be  so  admitted  as 
that  the  prisoner  may  have  the  benefit  of  a  complete  discussion  of  all  the  matters  of  law 
and  evidence  embraced  by  the  case."  In  Hunt  v.  Stxitc^  49  (Ja.  255;  s.  c,  15  Am.  Rep.  677, 
it  was  held  that  it  was  error  upon  a  criminal  trial  to  limit  the  prisoner's  counsel  to  forty 
minutes.  In  Slate  v.  OofMna,  70  N.  C.  841 ;  s.  c,  16  Am.  Rep.  771,  it  was  decided  that  the 
presiding  judge  had  the  right  to  regulate  the  arguments  by  reasonable  rules  and  limita* 
tions,  and  that  restricting  counsel  upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  a  capital  felony  U 
one  hour  and  a  half  was  not  so  unreasonable  as  to  justify  granting  a  new  trial. 

In  DUU  V.  iStote,  Ohio  Supreme  Court,  April,  1870,  it  was  hdd  that  the  constitutional 
right  of  a  person  accused  of  a  felony,  ''to  appear  and  defend  in  person  and  with  coun- 
sel," cannot  be  denied  or  its  exercise  unreasonably  abridged ;  but  the  court  may  limit  the 
argument  of  the  accused  or  his  counsel,  provided  the  accused  is  not  thereby  deprived  of  a 
fair  trial.  So,  where  on  the  trial  of  one  charged  with  a  felony,  eleven  witnesses  were 
examined,  and  the  evidence,  which  occupied  half  a  day  in  its  delivery,  was  circumstantial 
and  conflicting,  and  the  accused  was  defended  by  two  counsel,  who  were  limited  by  the 
ooort  to  thirty  minutes  in  the  argument  to  the  Jury,  h/M^  that  this  was  an  abuse  of  power 
wbksfa  presented  a  fUr  trial. 
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FurOH  T.  Board  of  Education. 

(30  Ohio  St.  37.) 

Board  of  edueation  —  liability  for  negligence, 

h  board  of  edacation  is  uot  liable  in  its  corporate  capacity  for  damages  for 
an  injury  resultiDg  to  a  pupil  while  attending  a  common  school,  from  its 
negligence  in  the  discharge  of  its  official  duty  in  the  erection  and  mainten- 
ance of  a  common  school  building  under  its  charge,  in  the  absence  of  a  stat- 
ute creating  a  liability.* 

ACTION  for  damages  for  personal  injuries.     The  opinion  states 
the  case. 

Haynes  &  Potter^  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
C.  H.  Scribner,  for  defendant  in  error. 

AsHBURN,  J.  This  case  was  disposed  of  in  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  on  the  general  demurrer  to  the  reply  to  the  answer. 

ITie  demurrer  was  treated  in  that  court,  and  has  been  argued 
here,  as  a  demurrer  to  the  petition.  We  will  consider  it  in  that 
light 

•  Sse  Bm  T.  BcNrton  (122  Mam.  344>,  23  Am.  Itop.  888L 
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On  the  demurrer  being  sustained,  plaintiff  took  the  case  on  peti- 
tion in  error  to  the  District  Court.  By  that  court  the  case  was 
reserved  for  decision  in  the  Supreme  Court. 

The  ruling  error  assigned  is  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
erred  in  sustaining  the  demurrer. 

The  question  presented  on  the  record  is  whether  the  board  of 
education  of  the  city  of  Toledo,  as  a  corporation,  is  liable  in  dam- 
ages to  a  scholar,  lawfully  attending  one  of  the  common  schools 
therein,  for  injuries  resulting  to  such  scholar,  without  its  negli- 
gence, from  the  alleged  negligence  of  defendant  in  the  construc- 
tion and  maintenance  of  the  school  building  where  the  scholar  was 
in  rightful  attendance. 

By  the  demurrer  all  facts  well  pleaded  are  admitted  to  be  true. 
Not  so,  conclusions  the  pleader  has  drawn  from  the  statutes,  as 
facts.  Will  the  admitted  facts  sustain  an  action  against  defendant  ? 

By  article  6  of  the  State  Constitution  the  State  is  charged  with 
the  duty  of  providing  and  maintaining  a  system  of  common  schools 
for  and  throughout  the  State.  In  obedience  to  this  constitutional 
mandate  the  general  assembly,  in  1863,  passed  an  act,  "  to  provide 
for  the  reorganization,  supervision  and  maintenance  of  common 
schools."  By  its  command,  each  and  every  organized  township  in 
the  State  is  made  a  school  district  for  all  purposes  connected  with 
the  general  interest  of  education  in  tlie  township.  The  general 
management  and  control  of  tlie  common  schools,  in  each  of  these 
political  divisions  of  the  State,  is  confided  to  a  body  styled  a  board 
of  education.  The  constituent  elements  composing  this  board  are 
the  township  clerk  and  that  director  of  a  sub-district  who  is 
appointed  clerk  of  the  sub-district.  This  body,  and  its  successors 
in  office,  are  declared  to  be  a  body  politic  and  corporate  in  law,  with 
capacity  to  sue  and  be  sued,  etc.  The  purpose  of  tliis  is  to  give 
the  common  school  system  uniformity,  harmony,  unity,  and  force 
throughout  the  State. 

It  is  provided  in  this  act,  that  cities  and  villages  authorized  by 
special  acts  to  elect  their  own  boards  of  education  shall  have  the 
exclusive  management  of  their  own  public  schools.  By  section  67, 
the  Akron  school  act  and  amendments  together  with  all  other  acts, 
creating  or  authorizing  special  school  districts,  are  continued  in 
force.  .  But  all  such  school  organizations  are  parts  of  the  general 
common-school  system  of  the  State.  The  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute preserving  their  autonomy  clearly  manifests  such  intention. 
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The  school  boards  and  other  oflBcors  in  all  special  school  districts 
are  required  by  section  67  to  make  annual  reports,  such  as  are 
required  of  township  boards  and  other  officer^.  They  reach  their 
respective  shares  of  the  gefieral  common  school  fund  only..  **on 
the  order  of  the  auditor  of  the  proper  county,"  who  is  expressly  for- 
bidden to  issue  such  order,  "  unless  the  local  treasurer,  clerk, 
recorder  or  secretary  of  such  board  or  other  school  officer "  has 
deposited  with  the  auditor  the  annual  **  abstract  of  the  enumer- 
ation of  scholars,"  etc.,  "  as  required  by  the  act  of  1853,  of  teach- 
ers, local  directors,  and  boards  of  education  in  townships." 

Keeping  in  mind  that  the  common  schools  in  the  State,  whether 
located  in  city,  village,  or  county,  are  the  fruit  of  tlie  Constitution, 
constituting  a  general  educational  system,  and  providing  for  the 
organization,  maintenance,  and  unification  of  common  schools  in 
Ohio,  we  will  examine  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  and  liability  of 
defendant. 

Plaintiff  claims  substantially  that  defendant  is  a  corporation, 
municipal  in  its  character,  so  created  by  statute  for  the  benefit  of 
the  city  of  Toledo,  presumably  at  its  request,  and  conferring  upon 
the  inhabitants  of  that  city  other  and  greater  powers  and  privileges 
than  upon  the  inhabitants  at  large;  that  it  has  power  to  raise  and 
control  the  corporate  and  other  school  funds  raised  to  carry  out  and 
defray  the  expenses  of  the  common-school  system  of  Toledo;  and 
hence  responsible  in  damages  for  private  injury  resulting  from  cor- 
porate negligence. 

Defendant  controverts  this  claim  of  its  power  and  liability. 

The  city  of  Toledo  was  constituted  a  separate  school  district  by 
an  act  passed  March  9, 1849  (47  Ohio  L.  207),  extending  the  Akron 
school  law  to  Toledo.  The  adopting  act  having  some  provisions  ia 
it  inconsistent  with  the  Akron  act,  to  that  extent  the  Akron  stat- 
ute did  not  apply  to  Toledo.  April  2,  186G  (63  Ohio  L.  200),  an 
act  was  passed  amending  and  supplementary  to  the  act  of  March 
9,  1849.  By  it  'jtions  9  and  10,  providing  for  the  levy  of  taxes 
and  their  expenditures,  were  repealed,  and  supplied  by  sections  one, 
two  and  three  of  the  repealing  act.  As  a  distinct  provision  for 
taxation  was  made  in  the  Toledo  acts  of  1866,  it  necessarily  super- 
seded section  seven  of  the  Akron  act  of  February  8,  1847,  upon  the 
same  subject.  The  two  provisions  were  inconsistent,  aiitd  both 
could  not  be  in  force  in  Toledo. 

Section  one  of  the  act  of  April  2,  1866,  limits  the  levy  for  school- 
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houses  and  sites  to  one  mill  on  the  dollar.  Section  two  limits  the 
annual  levy  for  school  purposes  to  four  mills  on  the  dollar.  Section 
three  allows  an  increased  levy  for  the  purchase,  improvement,  or 
building  purposes,  when,  in  the  opinion  of  the  board  of  education, 
the  necessities  of  the  schooln  under  its  charge  "require  the  imme- 
diate enlargement,  or  purchase,  or  improvement  of  a  site  or  sites, 
or  the  erection  or  enlargement  of  a  school-house  or  school-houses, 
involving  a  required  expenditure,  in  any  one  year,  greater  in  amount 
than  would  accrue  and  be  available  for  such  purpose."  Under  the 
first  section  this  necessitous  levy  is  limited  to  two  mills  on  the  dol- 
lar, and  is  ordered  to  cease  when  the  necessity  no  longer  exists. 
Section  four  requires  these  levies  to  be  certified  to  the  county 
auditor,  to  be  placed  in  consolidated  form  upon  the  general  tax 
duplicate,  to  be  collected  as  other  taxes.  These  levies,  when  col- 
lected, were  to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  board  of  education; 
but.  by  reason  of  the  requirements  of  section  67  of  the  common 
school  act  of  1853,  no  order  was  authorized  to  be  drawn  in  favor  of 
such  treasurer  until  certain  requirements  of  the  school  officers  of 
all  special  school  districts  have  been  complied  with. 

Counsel  for  plaintiff  claim  that  section  seven  of  the  Akron  school 
statute  was  in  force  in  Toledo  at  the  date  of  the  alleged  injury, 
"  making  defendant  a  corporation  full  and  complete,  and  gives  it 
full  control  of  the  corporate  funds,  including  those  raised  to  defray 
all  the  expenses  of  said  school  system."  This  claim  is  not  founded 
on  the  true  condition  of  the  law. 

The  original  section  seven  of  the  Akron  school  law  required  the 
Akron  school  board  to  report  to  the  town  council  of  Akron  "  the 
amount  of  money  necessary  to  be  raised  in  addition  to  the  money 
accruing  to  said  town  under  the  general  school  laws  of  the  State, 
to  defray  all  other  expenses  of  said  school  system  during  the  cur- 
rent year."  Upon  receiving  this  report  from  the  Akron  board  of 
education,  the  town  council  was  required  to  make  the  necessary 
levy,  etc.  The  act  of  January  28,  1841  (Ohio,  1862,  p.  33), 
amended  the  original  Akron  statute.  Section  1  limits  the  levy  of 
the  tax  to  be  thereafter  **  assessed  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the 
school  system  "  to  four  mills,  in  any  one  year,  on  the  "  dollar  of 
the  taxable  property  "  in  the  town  of  Akron.  Section  3  requires 
the  "board  of  education  to  make  known  to  the  auditor  of  the 
county  of  Summit  the  amount  of  tax  which  they  may  want  levied 
for  school  purposes  during  the  current  year,"  etc.  Section  4 
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repeals  so  mucli  of  tlie  amended  act  as  is  iu  conflict  with  this 
repealing  act. 

From  this  it  appears  that  the  city  of  Akron  and  the  city  of 
Toledo  each  have  a  statute  governing  and  controlling  the  action  of 
their  respective  boards  of  education,  touching  the  levy  of  tax 
assessments,  the  amount  of  the  levy  and  the  purpose  thereof. 
Whatever  may  be  the  liability  of  the  corporation,  known  as  the 
board  of  education  of  Akron,  for  negligence  under  statutes  affect- 
ing it,  we  are  quite  certain  that  section  seven  of  the  Akron  school 
law  in  no  way  affects  the  power  or  liability  of  the  board  of  educa- 
tion of  :he  city  of  Toledo. 

The  board  of  education  of  Toledo  is  a  corporation  to  a  qualified 
extent,  capable  of  contracting  and  being  contracted  with,  within 
the  limits  of  the  express  grants  of  power  given  to  it,  or  arising  to 
it,  by  necessary  implication;  it  may  sue  and  be  sued  to  enforce  its 
contracts,  and  be  compelled,  by  legal  process,  to  comply  with  all 
its  legal  obligations.  It  is  a  corporation  of  a  public  nature,  and 
charged  with  the  jHirformance  of  public  duties.  By  the  second 
section  of  the  Akron  act,  it  is  "  authorized  to  receive  all  moneys 
accruing  to  said  town,  or  any  part  thereof,  for  use  and  benefit  of 
the  common  scliooh  iu  Toledo."  It  is  also  made  capable  of  receiv- 
ing any  gift,  grant,  donation,  or  devise  made  for  the  use  of  the 
common  schooU  of  the  city. 

Section  eight  provides  that  *'all  legal  titles"  to  lands  and  houses 
and  other  property  used  for  common  school  purposes  in  Akron 
(Toledo)  shall  vest  in  the  town  council  of  Akron  (Toledo),  at  the 
taking  effect  of  this  act,  and  all  titles  acquired  thereafter  shall  be 
in  the  name  of  the  town  council,  with  power  to  sell,  lease,  and 
convey  any  and  all  the  lands,  etc.,  and  to  purchase  other  lands  and 
tenements,  etc...  by  and  with  the  advice  of  the  board  of  education,, 
but  not  otherwise.  This  gives  the  city  council  possession  of,  and 
control  over,  all  the  school  property  belonging  to  the  school  dis- 
trict. The  board  of  education  has  no  legal  control  or  power  over 
such  property;  it  can  veto  the  action  of  the  city  council  when  it 
does  not  approve.    It  has  no  other  property  right. 

It  is  provided  m  sec.  43,  act  of  1853  (S.  &  0.  1361),  that  the 
school-house  lot,  not  exceeding  four  acres,  appropriated  to  common 
school  purposes,  upon  which  a  school-house  has  been  erected,  and 
is  occupied  for  the  accommodation  of  a  common  school  of  any 
grade,  in  the  usual  manner,  from  time  to  time,  by  whomsoever  the 
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legal  title  may  be  held  or  vested,  is  exempted  from  sale  on  execu- 
tion. Neither  courts,  boards,  nor  town  councils,  can  subject  such 
school  property  to  the  payment  of  damages  resulting  to  a  private 
person  from  the  negligence  of  defendant. 

We  have  wholly  failed  to  find  any  provision  of  the  school  law, 
general  or  special,  creating  or  implying  the  liability  of  defendant 
in  this  class  of  cases.  No  possible  means  appears,  in  the  school 
laws,  by  which  defendant,  if  liable  for  a  tort,  could  provide  a  fund 
out  of  which  to  satisfy  a  judgment  against  it. 

An  examination  of  the  nature  and  power  of  such  quasi  cor- 
porations will  furnish  a  reason  sufficient  why  defendant  is  not 
liable. 

Text  writers  say:  "  Civil  corporations  are  of  different  grades  or 
classes,  but  in  essence  and  nature  they  must  all  be  regarded  as 
public.  The  school  district,  or  road  district,  is  invested  with  a 
corporate  character,  the  better  to  perform,  within  and  for  the 
locality,  its  special  function,  which  is  indicated  by  its  name.  It  is 
but  an  instrumentality  of  the  State,  and  the  State  incorporates  it, 
that  it  may  the  more  effectually  discharge  its  appropriate  duty;  so 
with  counties."     1  Dill,  on  Mun.  Corp.,  §  10. 

City  and  village  school  districts  constitute  a  part  of  the  State 
policy  in  promoting  and  fostering  common  schools,  and  have 
become  State  agencies  in  the  school  system  of  education  contem- 
plated in  the  Constitution.  The  laws  creating  them,  or  authoriz- 
ing such  organizations  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  present  Consti- 
tution, are  continued  in  force  by  the  statute  of  Mar<?h  14,  1853, 
and  retain,  in  this  way,  their  authority,  and  incur  the  liabilities  to 
which  they  are  subjected.  Owing  to  the  very  limited  number  of 
corporate  powers  conferred  on  them,  boards  of  education  rank  low 
m  the  grade  of  corporate  existence,  and  hence  are  properly  denomi- 
nated qtiasi  corporations.  This  designation  distinguishes  this 
grade  of  corporations  from  municipal  corporations,  such  as  cities 
and  towns  acting  under  charters  or  incorporating  statutes,  which 
are  vested  with  more  extended  powers  and  a  larger  measure  of  cor- 
porate life.  This  superior  grade,  from  the  nature  of  their  organi- 
zation, benefits  received,  and  power  to  raise  needed  funds,  are 
held  responsible,  by  the  common  law,  for  private  personal  injuries 
caused  by  their  own  negligence  or  that  of  their  servants,  whilst 
the  inferior  grade  of  public  quasi  corporations  are  liable  for  dam- 
ages resulting  from  their  negligence,  only  where  made  so  by  express 
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legislation.  This  grade  includes  the  defendant.  It  possesses  but 
limited  powers  and  small  corporate  life.  A  corporation  in  some 
sense  political,  but  in  no  sense  a  municipal  corporation. 

The  duty  defendant  owes  the  municipal  corporation  of  the  city 
of  Toledo  is  a  public  and  not  a  private  duty.  The  fund  that  it  is 
authorized  to  levy  upon  the  property  of  the  school  district  is  a 
trust  fund,  devoted  by  law  to  educational  purposes  only.  It  can 
order  an  assessment  within  certain  boundaries,  as  one  of  the  pub- 
lic agencies  of  the  State  for  the  maintenance  of  public  schools 
within  that  limit,  which  assessment  cannot  be  lawfully  directed 
to  any  other  use. 

Whether  we  consider  the  language  of  the  statutes  affecting  this 
question  of  liability  of  defendant,  applying  to  them  the  rules  of 
construction  indicated  by  the  very  narrow  range  of  objects  and 
purposes  in  the  organization  of  defendant  as  a  corporation,  or 
looking  to  the  general  policy  of  our  State  common-school  system, 
we  are  of  opinion  no  action,  sounding  in  tort,  was  ever  contem- 
plated. 

Having  already  concluded  that  defendant,  as  a  g'wa^i  corporation, 
is  a  public  agent  employed  in  administering  the  common-school 
system  of  this  State,  there  is  no  principle  of  common  law  by  which 
this  action  can  be  supported.  On  this  point  the  principle  settled 
in  the  case  of  The  Board  of  Commissioners  of  Hamilton  County  v. 
/.  PF.  Mighels,  7  Ohio  St.  109,  fully  exonei'ates  the  defendant  as  a 
quasi  coi'poration  from  common-law  liability.  That  case,  and  the 
principle  settled  in  it,  are  fully  supported  by  numerous  English 
and  American  cases. 

To  show  a  disposition  in  the  highest  English  courts  to  enlarge 
the  liabilities  of  corporations,  counsel  for  plaintiff  cite  the  cases  of 
Mersey  Docks  v.  Gibbs,  and  Mersey  Docks  v.  Pierce,  11  H.  of  L.  Cas. 
686.  We  do  not  perceive  such  tendency  in  these  cases.  The  docks 
were  placed  in  charge  of  a  body  of  trustees,  with  power  to  collect 
tolls  for  their  use  to  and  close  them  for  cleansing  and  repair.  By 
statute  of  51  Geo.  Ill,  they  were  clothed  with  power  to  appoint 
water-bailiffs  to  remove  wrecks  and  other  obstructions,  to  pay  for 
this  out  of  dock  rates  collected  from  vessels.  A  bank  of  mud  was 
allowed  to  accumulate  in  the  approach  to  the  docks.  The  '*  Sierra 
Nevada,"  in  attempting  to  reach  the  docks  with  a  cargo  of  guano, 
foundered  in  the  accumulated  mud,  so  that  the  water  and  mud 
entered  the  vessel  and  damaged  the  cargo.    The  Docks  was  a  cor- 
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poration,  created  by  statute,  and  the  surplus  funds  collected  went 
to  public  uses.  Suits  in  these  cases  were  brouglit  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  negligence.  The  House  of  Lords  held  the  corporation 
liable,  and  directed  that  the  liability  thus  incurred  should  be  dis- 
charged from  rates  received  from  vessels,  and  from  which  fund 
dock  repairs  were  paid.  This  i*uling  was  in  harmony  with  the 
general  doctrine  ;  first,  because  it  was  the  duty  of  that  corporation 
to  keep  the  docks  in  repair  out  of  the  tolls,  and  second,  because, 
keeping  the  approaches  to  the  docks  navigable  was  necessary  to 
the  proper  use  of  the  docks  and  due  to  customs. 

To  maintain  plaintiff's  action,  her  counsel  confessedly  rely  mainly 
on  the  case  of  The  City  of  Dayton  v.  Pease,  4  Ohio  St.  80.  The 
cases  are  not  alike  in  fact  or  principle.  That  was  an  action  against 
a  strictly  municipal  corporation  for  injuries  to  a  third  person, 
resulting  from  the  negligence  of  subordinate  officers  acting  under 
the  authority  of  the  municipal  corporation,  in  which  case  was 
applied  the  maxim  of  respondeat  superior,  etc.  Dayton  was  incor- 
porated for  the  immediate  benefit  of  its  inhabitants,  with  consid- 
erable legislative  power,  directing  a  municipal  government  for  its 
own  pleasure,  benefit  and  emolument,  with  power  to  provide  a  fund 
to  meet  and  satisfy  damages  for  its  own  wrongs,  or  injuries  arising 
from  the  negligence  of  its  servants.  This  defendant  is  but  a  quasi 
corporation  of  inferior  grade,  acting  for  the  public  as  one  of  the 
State's  ministerial  educational  agencies,  with  power  to  levy  taxes 
for  school  and  school  building  purposes,  and  no  other.  It  was  a 
public  school  agent  in  the  city  of  Toledo  in  the  same  sense  that  a 
township  board  of  education  is  a  public  school  agent  in  a  township. 

The  case  of  Btgelow  v.  Inhabitants  of  Randolph,  14  Gray,  541,  is 
in  point.  The  town  of  Randolph,  by  a  vote,  assumed  the  duties  of 
school  districts,  purchased  a  lot  and  erected  thereon  a  school- 
honsefor  the  schools  of  the  town.  An  excavation  about  eight  feet 
deep  was  made  in  the  lot  with  the  knowledge  of  defendants,  and 
remained  so  for  about  eighteen  months  prior  to  the  alleged  injury. 
Plaintiff  was  a  pupil  of  one  of  the  schools,  and  while  at  play  on  the 
lot  with  her  school  companions,  without  fault  on  her  part,  fell  into 
the  excavation  and  was  injured.  This  suit  was  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  the  alleged  injury  resulting  from  the  negligence  of 
defendants  in  the  matter  of  the  excavation  on  the  school  lot 
Defendants*  legal  liability  was  the  question  involved.  The  court 
held,  that  '^  a  town  which  has  assumed  the  duties  of  school  districts 
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is  not  liable  for  an  injury  sustained  by  a  scholar  attending  the  pub- 
lic school  from  a  dangerous  excavation  in  the  school- house  yard 
owing   to  the  negligence  of  the  town  officers." 

In  his  opinion,  Metcalfe,  J.,  said  :  ^^The  question  then  is 
whether  the  defendants  are  answerable  on  the  facts  in  this  case, 
for  the  special  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  through  their 
neglect  to  provide  a  safe  place  for  her  attendance  at  school.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  they  are  not.  The  wrong  which  the  facts  show 
was  not  malfeasance,  but  mere  neglect  of  that  kind  of  corporate 
duty  for  neglect  of  which,  as  we  have  seen,  a  town  is  liable  to  a 
private  action  only  when  it  is  given  by  statute." 

We  add,  the  demurrer  admits  facts  which  show  mere  neglect  of 
that  kind  of  corporate  duty  for  neglect  of  which  boards  of  education 
are  liable  to  a  private  action  only  when  it  is  expressly  given  by  statute. 

Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  is  affirmed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  to  that  court  for  execution. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


American  Tract  Society  v.  Atwatbb. 

(80  Ohio  St.  T?.) 

Will — bequest  for  religious  use  —  uncertainty. 

A  testator  makes  a  bequest  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  parents  daring  their 
lives,  and  proceeds :  "  It  is  mj  will  and  desire  that  upon  the  death  of  both 
of  my  said  parents  the  trust  shall  expire,  and  my  said  trustees  shall  dis- 
tribute the  funds  as  follows,  to  wit :  As  to  the  remaining  sum  of  three 
thousand  dollars,  the  balance  of  said  trust  fund,  my  said  trustee  is  directed 
to  apply  the  same  so  that  it  may  be  used  for  the  interests  of  religion^  and 
for  the  adwinceinent  of  the  kingdom  of  Christ  in  t/ie  worlds  as  follows,  to  wit : 
**  He  shall  pay  to  the  treasurer  of  the  American  Tract  Society  the  sum  of 
one  thousand  dollars ;  to  the  treasurer  of  the  American  Bible  Society  the 
sum  of  five  hundred  dollars  ;  to  the  treasurer  of  the  society  known  as  the 
American  and  Foreign  Christian  Union  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars 
and  to  the  treasurer  of  the  American  Home  Missionary  the  sum  of  one 
thousand  dollaro/'  Held^  1.  The  trust  created  by  the  will  ceases  upon  the 
death  of  the  parents,  and  payment  of  the  money  to  the  societies  whose 
treasurers  are  named.  2.  The  societies  are  the  beneficiaries  of  the  will,  and 
the  bequest  is  not  void  for  uncertainty.  8.  The  object  of  the  testator  being 
to  advance  Christ's  kingdom,  the  societies  named  are  specified  as  the  means 
by  which  to  accomplish  his  object.  4.  An  unincorporated  society  is  capable 
of  receiving  a  bequest  of  personalty,  not  amounting  to  a  trust. 
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SUIT  for  a  legacy.  The  will  created  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
testator's  parents,  and  then  provided  : 

"  Item  second.  It  is  my  will  and  desire  that  upon  the  death  of 
both  my  said  parents  the  trust  shall  expire,  and  my  said  trustees 
shall  distribute  the  fund  as  follows,  to  wit :  The  sum  of  two 
thousand  dollars  he  shall  pay  to  my  said  two  sisters,  Belinda  and 
Aurelia,  for  their  joint  maintenance,  to  belong  to  them  or  the  sur- 
vivor of  them,  and  to  be  at  their  entire  disposal  and  control ;  and 
the  receipt  of  my  said  two  sisters,  or  the  survivor  of  tliem,  shall 
be  a  sufficient  voucher  to  my  said  trustees  for  the  said  sum  of  two 
thousand  dollars. 

'^As  to  the  remaining  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars,  the  balance 
of  said  trust  fund,  my  said  trustee  is  directed  to  apply  the  same  so 
that  it  may  be  used  for  the  interests  of  religion,  and  for  the  ad- 
vancement of  the  kingdmn  of  Christ  in  the  world,  as  follows,  to  wit: 
He  shall  pay  to  the  treasurer  of  the  American  Tract  Society  the  sum 
of  one  thousand  dollars ;  to  the  treasurer  of  the  American  Bible 
Society  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars;  to  the  treasurer  of  the  society 
known  as  the  American  and  Foreign  Christian  Union  the  sum  of 
five  hundred  dollars ;  and  to  the  treasurer  of  the  American  Home 
Missionary  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars." 

The  trial  court  held  the  trust  void  for  uncertainty  as  to  the 
societies. 

Henry  F.  Paige,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

/*.  C.  Smith  and  Harriso7i,  Olds  tP  Marsh,  for  defendant  in 
error.  A  gift  to  a  charity  is  maintainable  if  made  to  a  competent 
tnistee,  and  if  so  defined  that  it  can  be  executed  as  made  by  the 
donor  by  a  judicial  decree.  Beekman  v.  Bonsor,  23  N.  Y.  310 ; 
Phelps,  Ex,  V.  Pond,  id.  77  ;  Williams  v.  Williams,  4  Seld.  (N.  Y.) 
548;  Ommantiey  y.  Butcher,  1  Turner  &  Russ.  270;  Morice  y.  Bishop 
of  Durham,  10  Ves.  639  ;  9  id.  3.99  ;  Baker  v.  Sutton,  1  Keene,  253 ; 
Brown  v.  Yeall,  7  Ves.  50 ;  Ellis  v.  Selhy,  1  Mylne  &  Craig,  286 ; 
Williams  v.  Kershall,  id.  293  ;  2  Redfield  on  Wills,  830;  FotoUr  v. 
Oarlike,  1  Russ.  &  Milne,  232  ;  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  979 ;  Bascom  v. 
Albertsoi0k'd4:  N.  Y.  584;  Levy  v.  Levy,  33  id.  97;  White  v. 
Fisk,  22  Conn.  31;  Holland  v.  Peck,  2  Iredell's  Eq.  255  ;  Bridges  v. 
Pleasants,  4  Ired.  (N.  0.)  26;  White  v.  University,  id.  21. 

Wright^  J.    The  question  at  issue  is  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
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bequest  to  the  treasurer  of  the  American  Bible  Society  and  others, 
as  set  forth  in  item  second  of  the  will.  The  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  seems  to  have  held  that  it  was  a  bequest  in  trust,  and  as  such, 
was  void  for  uncertainty. 

The  alleged  uncertainty  is  said  to  exist  in  this.  In  the  opinion 
of  men,  the  modes  and  methods  of  advancing  the  kingdom  of 
Christ  are  as  various  as  the  numerous  sects  ostensibly  engaged  in 
accomplishing  that,  object.  While  all  are  busy  in  the  work,  no 
two  agree  how  it  shall  be  done.  Methodist,  Episcopalian,  Baptist, 
Presbyterian,  all  have  their  different  opinions  as  to  the  matter 
which  seems  to  have  been  contemplated  by  the  testator. 

That  it  is  not  within  the  province  of  a  court  of  equity  to  decide 
between  such  conflicting  claims  will  be  at  once  conceded,  and  if 
the  validity  of  this  bequest  depended  upon  the  solution  of  questions 
such  as  these,  the  difficulty  of  sustaining  the  will  becomes  apparent. 

If  this  instrument  devised  property  to  a  named  trustee,  "to  be 
used  for  the  interest  of  religion  and  the  advancement  of  Christ's 
kingdom  in  the  world,"  it  would  perhaps  be  impossible  to  sustain 
such  a  disposition  under  the  law  of  devises  to  charitable  uses.  In 
what  has  been  called  by  courts  the  "wilderness  of  cases'*  upon 
this  subject,  we  find  that  a  bequest  of  this  kind  must  be  certain . 

In  Cliamherlain  v.  Stearns,  111  Mass.  267,  a  devise  for  "benevo- 
lent "  purposes  was  held  void,  because  too  general  in  its  meaning. 
In  Holland  v.  Peck,  2  Ired.  Eq.  255,  executors  were  directed  to 
"pay  over  and  deliver  *  *  *  for  the  benefit  of  the  Methodist 
Episcopal  church  in  America,"  ♦  ♦  ♦  ^\^q  gyj^  ^f  $5^000,  "to 
be  disposed  of  by  conference,  or  the  different  members  composing 
the  same,  as  they  shall  in  their  godly  wisdom  judge  will  be  most 
expedient  or  beneficial  for  the  increase  or  prosperity  of  the  gospel." 
It  was  held:  "The  object  of  the  bequest  being  of  so  indefinite  a 
nature  that  the  court  cannot  determine  how  it  should  be  employed, 
the  same  is  void." 

In  Wisconsin  the  statute  with  regard  to  trusts  to  uses  provides 
that  the  trust  must  be  "  fully  expressed  and  clearly  defined  on  the 
face  of  the  instrument  creating  it,"  which  is  merely  declaratory  of 
the  existing  law  on  the  subject.  In  that  State  the  case  jf  Euih  v. 
Oberbrunner,  40  Wis.  238,  holds  that  a  devise  of  land  toA  and  B, 
"  to  hold  the  same  in  trust  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  Order  of 
St.  Dominican  and  St.  Catharine's  Female  Academy,  and  for  no 
Other  purpose,"  cannot  be  sustained  for  want  of  certainty. 
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In  Heiss^  ExW^  v.  Murphy ,  40  Wis.  276,  a  will  devising  property 
"  to  the  Roman  Catholic  orphans "  of  a  certain  diocese,  with  a 
further  provision  appointing  the  Roman  Catholic  bishop  executor, 
and  giving  him  '*  power  to  sell  the  above  property  and  use  the  pro- 
ceeds for  the  benefit  of  the  Roman  Catholic  orphans,"  was  held 
void  for  uncertainty  in  the  description  of  the  beneficiaries,  the  class 
not  being  sufficiently  defined,  and  no  way  being  provided  for  select- 
ing the  individual  beneficiaries  from  any  class. 

The  court  thus  illustrate  the  uncertainty  which  they  hold  to  inval- 
idate the  devise:  "  Conceding  that  the  fund  was  to  be  used  by  the 
executor  for  the  benefit  of  the  Roman  Catholic  orphans  of  the 
diocese  of  La  Crosse,  how  is  it  possible  to  ascertain  and  determine 
what  orphans  were  intended  to  be  benefited?  Are  they  whole 
orphans  or  half  orphans?  Are  they  orphans  of  parents  both 
of  whom  were  members  of  the  Roman  Catholic  church,  or  will 
an  orphan  of  a  Roman  Catholic  father,  or  of  a  Roman  Cath- 
olic mother,  come  within  the  designated  class?  Are  the  ob- 
jects of  this  charity  the  full  orphans  or  half  orphans  who  were 
living  within  the  diocese  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  or  will 
such  of  either  class  as  may  thereafter  come  into  the  diocese  be  enti- 
tled to  take  as  beneficiaries?  Again,  upon  what  principle  or  in 
what  manner  is  the  fund  created  by  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  to  be 
expended  ?  Is  the  executor  or  trustee  to  apportion  it  equally 
among  the  orphans  of  the  diocese  when  it  is  ascertained  who  are 
entitled  to  take,  or  is  he  to  dispense  it  in  his  discretion  for  the . 
l)enefit  of  such  orphans  as  he  may  select  from  time  to  time?! 
These  questions  suggest  the  perplexity  which  the  court  must 
encounter  in  carrying  into  effect  this  trust.  It  seems  to  us  they 
are  insuperable.  For  the  testator  has  failed  to  declare  his  pur- 
pose, but  has  left  his  will  so  indefinite  and  vague  upon  all  these 
material  matters  that  a  court,  in  order  to  execute  the  trust,  is  of 
necessity  compelled  to  make  a  will  for  him.  The  words  of  Com- 
STOCK,  C.  J.,  in  Beekman  v.  Bonsor,  23  N.  Y.  298,  may  well  be 
used :  *  Here  is  a  fatal  uncertainty  both  as  to  the  subject  and  ob- 
ject of  the  bequest.' "     Page  306. 

The  opinion  in  Gritnes^  Ex'r  v.  Harmon^  35  Ind.  198;  9  Am. 
Rep.  690,  is  able  and  learned.     We  quote  part  of  the  syllabus  : 

"  The  residuary  clause  of  a  will  was  as  follows  :     '  Item.  I  give 
and  bequeath  the  residue  of  my  estate,  after  the  foregoing  bequests 
have  been  fully  paid  to  the  orthodox  protestant  clergymen  of 
Vol.  XXVII  —  64 
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Delphi,  and  their  successors,  to  be  expended  in  the  education  of 
colored  children,  both  male  and  female,  in  such  way  and  manner 
as  they  may  deem  best,  of  which  a  majority  of  them  shall  deter- 
mine/ In  a  suit  by  the  heirs  at  law  against  the  executors  to  recover 
the  residuary  estate  : 

"  Heldy  (1)  that  the  residuary  clause  was  void  for  vagueness  and 
uncertainty  in  the  designation  of  the  trustees  and  of  the  bene- 
ficiaries of  the  use  ;  and  (2)  that  a  court  of  equity  had  not  the 
power  to  decree  its  execution  cy  pres.^' 

In  this  case  the  court  say  :  "Can  the  trustees  execute  the  trust? 
Are  the  beneficiaries  so  described  that  they  can  be  ascertained  ?  And 
if  they  can  be  ascertained,  is  there  any  plan  or  scheme  devised  by  tlie 
testator  directing  the  manner  in  which  and  the  purposes  for  wliich 
the  money  was  to  be  expended?  And  if  there  is  no  plan  or  scheme,  is 
there  a  discretion  vested  in  the  trustees  authorizing  them  to  select 
the  beneficiaries  and  determine  the  manner  in  which  the  trust 
should  be  executed  ?  The  beneficiaries  are  not  designated  except 
by  general  vague  and  sweeping  expression,  'colored  children,  botli 
male  and  female.'" 

After  stating  that  the  class  thus  specified  number  about  four 
millions,  the  court  proceeds  to  say:  **It  will  be  observed  that  no 
scheme  or  plan,  such  as  the  foundation  of  a  college,  a  seminary  of 
learning  or  a  theological  institute  is  prescribed.  The  character  of  the 
education  to  be  given  —  whether  moral,  religious,  literary,  or  scien- 
tific —  is  not  prescribed.  The  purpose  expressed  is  to  promote  the 
moral  and  religious  improvement  and  well-being  of  the  colored 
race  by  educating  the  colored  children,  both  male  and  female,  but 
the  particular  kind  of  education  is  not  prescribed.  It  would  be 
impracticable  to  distribute  the  fund  ratably  among  the  beneficiaries. 
There  is  no  power  or  discretion  lodged  in  any  person,  natural  or 
artificial,  to  select  the  beneficiaries  from  the  mass  of  children  of  the 
African  race  in  this  country.  Can  the  courts,  in  the  exercise  of 
their  functions,  select  the  beneficiaries  ?  If  neither  the  trustees 
nor  the  courts  can  select  the  beneficiaries,  is  not  the  residuary 
devise  and  bequest  void  for  uncertainty?"  See,  also,  Holmes  y. 
Mead,  52  N.  Y.  332. 

These  illustrations  are  given  to  show  the  kind  of  devises  or 
bequests  that  are  held  void  by  courts,  and  it  is  necessary  to  consider 
whether  the  bequest  before  us  is  of  this  character,  and  whether  it  is 
amenable  to  the  objections  that  have  been  urged  against  it. 
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In  our  opinion  the  only  rule  necessary  to  be  considered  in  this 
connection  is  that  familiar  one  —  that  in  construing  a  will  we  must 
endeavor  to  discover  the  intention  of  the  testator.  In  the  first 
place  it  is  seen  that  he  had  already  created  a  trust.  That  trust 
was  to  last  during  the  lives  of  his  parents.  They  being  dead,  he 
says  it  is  his  will  that  the  trust  shall  cease.  "  It  is  my  will  and 
desire  that  upon  the  death  of  both  my  said  parents  the  trust  shall 
expire,  and  my  said  trustee  shall  distribute  the  fund."  The  dis- 
tribution is  two  thousand  dollars  to  his  sisters,  and  three  thousand 
dollars  to  the  various  societies.  It  is  therefore  apparent  that  he 
intended  all  trusts  with  relation  to  this  money  to  cease  when  dis- 
tribution was  made.  The  two  sisters  certainly  hold  their  two 
thousand  dollars  clear  of  any  complications  of  trust,  and  the  same 
course  of  reasoning  shows  that  the  recipients  of  the  three  thousand 
dollars  must  hold  their  money  free  of  any  trust,  at  least  so  far  as 
any  trust  is  created  by  the  will.  If  the  money  is  taken  by  the 
societies  subject  to  any  trust  at  all,  it  is  only  such  as  exists  by 
virtue  of  the  objects  and  purposes  of  the  society  itself.  All  the 
means  of  the  societies  are  devoted  to  the  uses  for  which  the  socie- 
ties are  formed,  and  are  thus,  in  a  certain  sense,  held  in  trust  to 
accomplish  those  uses. 

The  next  clause  to  be  considered  is  this:  '•  As  to  the  remaining 
sum  of  three  thousand  dollars,  the  balance  of  said  trust  fund,  my 
said  trustee  is  directed  to  apply  the  same  so  that  it  may  be  used  for 
the  interest  of  religion,  aud  the  advancement  of  tlie  kingdom  of 
Christ  in  the  world,  as  follows,  to  wit:  He  shall  pay  to  the  treasurer 
of  the  American  Tract  Society  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars; 
to  the  treasurer  of  the  American  Bible  Society  the  sum  of  five 
hundred  dollars;  to  the  treasurer  of  the  society  known  as  the 
American  and  Foreign  Christian  Union  the  sum  of  five  hundred 
dollars;  to  the  treasurer  of  the  American  Home  Missionary  Society 
the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars." 

It  seems  to  us  the  intention  of  the  will  may  be  made  clear  by 
reading  the  above  clause  thus:  As  to  the  remaining  sum  of  three 
thousand  dollars,  the  balance  of  said  trust  fund,  my  said  trustee 
is  directed  to  apply  the  same  so  that  it  may  ^e  used  for  the  interests 
of  religion,  aiidfor  the  advancement  of  the  kingdom  of  Clirist  in 
the  world  by  paying  to  the  treasurer  of  the  American  Tract  Society 
one  thousand  dollars;  to  tlie  treasurer  of  the  American  Bible 
Society  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars;  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
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society  known  as  the  American  and  Foreign  Christian  Union  the 
sum  of  five  hundred  dollars;  and  to  the  treasurer  of  the  American 
Home  Missionary  Society  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars. 

The  testator  conceives  a  scheme  for  advancing  Christ's  kingdom 
in  the  world.  He  carries  out  that  scheme  by  directing  the  money 
to  be  paid  to  these  various  societies.  As  soon  as  the  money  arrives 
at  their  treasuries  that  scheme  is  accomplished.  His  will  is  fulfilled. 
No  discretion  is  left  to  any  one  how  this  scheme  shall  be  carried  out. 
He  has  settled  all  that  for  himself.  He  knows  that  these  societies 
are  doing  that  whicli  he  wishes,  and  that  to  achieve  which  this 
bequest  is  made.  He  knows  that  they  are  engaged  in  a  work  of 
advancing  Christ's  kingdom.  It  is  not  to  the  purpose  that  any  one 
else  may  have  doubts  upon  this  subject.  He  does  not.  Knowing, 
therefore,  that  tliis  is  their  mission,  in  order  to  aid  it,  he  gives  the 
money  to  them.  In  other  words,  they  are  the  beneficiaries  of  the 
will,  and  its  object  is  accomplished  by  paying  the  money  to  them. 
It  is  not  necessary,  as  counsel  claim,  to  show  that  these  societies 
are  actually  engaged  in  the  work  of  advancing  Christ's  kingdom. 
The  testator  has  settled  that  question  for  himself,  so  far  as  to  say 
that  he  proposes  to  advance  Christ's  kingdom.  How  ?  By  paying 
his  money  to  the  Tract  Society,  and  the  others  named,  That  is 
his  method  of  doing  what  he  desires,  and  so  he  wills. 

It  is  not  as  though  he  bequeathed  to  a  trustee,  for  the  purpose 
of  advancing  the  kingdom  of  Christ.  He  bequeaths  to  these 
societies,  because  they  are  advancing  the  kingdom,  which  is  the 
precise  object  ho  wants  to  accomplish.  He  first  states  the  object 
he  wishes  to  effect,  and  then  states  how  he  proposes  to  effect  it 
He  is  willing  to  pay  the  money  direct  to  them.  To  them  he  trusts 
that  they  will  forward  his  cherished  idea. 

As  said,  the  societies  themselves  are  the  direct  beneficiaries  of 
the  trust,  although  if  they  should  attempt  to  use  their  money  for 
purposes  altogether  foreign  to  those  for  which  they  exist,  doubtless 
they  might  be  restrained  to  those  purposes;  not  by  reason  of  any 
thing  in  the  will,  but  because  they  should  be  restrained  to  the  pur- 
poses for  which  they  were  created. 

In  Miller  v.  Teacliout,  24  Ohio  St.  525,  the  syllabus  is: 

"  A  testator  provided  in  his  will  that  the  residue  of  his  estate, 
which  consisted  of  personal  property,  after  paying  legacies,  should 
be  retained  by  his  executor,  and  invested  by  him  during  the  life  of 
his  wife  for  her  use,  and  that  at  her  death  it  should  be  appro- 
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priated  by  the  executor  to  the  advancement  of  the  Christian  religion, 
and  be  applied  in  such  manner  as,  in  his  judgment,  would  best 
promote  the  object  named.  The  executor  accepted  the  trust,  and 
during  his  life  and  that  of  the  widow  the  heir  brought  suit  to 
annul  the  will  for  uncertainty  as  to  the  object  of  the  trust.  Held, 
That  the  testator  had  conferred  ample  power  upon  the  executor  to 
relieve  the  bequest  of  all  objections  arising  from  its  definite  char- 
acter, and  that  so  long  as  no  obstacle  exists  to  the  exercise  of  the 
power  at  the  proper  time,  the  courts  of  this  State  will  not,  in 
advance  of  that  time,  interpose,  on  the  application  of  the  heir,  to 
prevent  its  exercise." 

The  court  say,  page  533:  "Although  the  power  of  the  courts 
of  this  State,  to  devise  a  scheme  for  the  application  of  a  vague 
charity,  may  well  be  questioned,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  testa- 
tor cannot  create  an  agency  to  charge  it  for  him;  and  it  may  be 
regarded  as  settled,  that  where  a  testator,  creating  a  trust  to  a 
charitable  use,  defines  the  intention  of  the  trust,  and  invests  the 
trustee  with  discretionary  power  over  the  application  of  his  bounty 
to  the  objects  or  for  the  purposes  intended,  the  bequest  will  not  be 
held  invalid  so  long  as  there  is  no  obstacle  to  the  exercise  of  the 
powers  confided  to  the  trustee,  for  the  exercise  of  the  power  may 
relieve  the  bequest  of  all  objections  arising  out  of  its  vague  and 
indefinite  character." 

In  the  case  before  us,  the  testator  has  created  these  societies  an 
agency  to  carry  out  his  scheme,  he  has  given  them  power  over  the 
application  of  his  bounty,  and  the  exercise  of  that  power  relieves 
the  bequest  of  all  objections  made  on  account  of  vagueness  or  uncer- 
tainty. 

In  Board  of  Education  of  Fairfield  Township  v.  Ladd,  Admr.y 
26  Ohio  St.  210,  the  syllabus  is: 

"  A  testator  directed  that,  after  the  termination  of  a  life-estate 
created  by  his  will,  his  property  should  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds 
placed  in  the  public  school  fund  of  a  township  named,  and  applied 
to  the  education  of  the  youth  of  that  township.  After  the  making 
of  the  will,  but  before  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  part  of  the 
township  in  which  he  resided  was  set  oflf  and  made  to  form  part  of  a 
new  township.     Held: 

"1.  That  the  primary  object  of  the  testator  was  to  apply  his 
property  to  the  education  of  the  youth  of  the  township  named,  and 
that  the  reference  to  the  public  school  fund  of  the  township  was 
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merely  to  indicate  a  means  or  instrnmentalitj  for  administering 
the  charity." 

Item  third  of  this  will  was: 

"  And  ever  being  concerned  for  the  prosperity  and  happiness  of 
my  country,  and  fully  believing  that  the  diffusion  of  light  and 
science  constitutes  one  of  the  most  paramount  of  Christian  duties, 
I  hereby  authorize  my  executor,  or  his  successor,  after  the  death  of 
the  afore-named  legatees,  to  cause  the  whole  of  my  property  to  be 
sold  to  the  best  advantage,  and  the  proceeds  thereof  I  wish  to  be 
placed  in  the  public  school  fund  of  Fairfield  township,  and  the 
same  to  be  applied  to  the  education  of  the  youth  of  said  town- 
ship." 

The  court  say:  **  Fairfield  township,  and  the  public  school  fund 
of  that  township,  are  only  referred  to  as  furnishing  the  means  or 
instrumentality  for  reaching  the  intended  objects  of  the  testator's 
bounty."  In  the  case  before  us,  these  societies  are  only  the  means 
through  which  the  testator  proposes  to  reach  the  end  of  advancing 
Christ's  kingdom. 

The  court  further  say:  "  The  primary  object  of  the  testator  is 
to  apply  his  property  to  the  education  of  the  youth  of  Fairfield 
township,  and  to  accomplish  this  purpose,  he  expresses  the  wish 
that  the  proceeds  be  placed  in  the  public  school  fund  of  that  town- 
ship." So,  here,  the  object  of  the  testator  is  to  apply  his  property 
to  the  advancement  of  Christ's  kingdom,  and  to  accomplish  this 
purpose,  he  expresses  the  wish  that  the  money  be  placed  in  the 
treasuries  of  the  societies  he  names.  There  is  no  vagueness  or 
uncertainty  whatever  in  the  bequest. 

Although  the  testator  uses  the  names  of  the  treasurers,  this  is 
only  his  mode  of  designating  the  societies  to  which  he  desires  his 
money  to  go,  and  though  one  is  an  unincorporated  society,  it  is 
entirely  capable  of  taking  a  personal  bequest ;  it  might  be  different 
as  to  realty.  Waller  v.  Childs^  Ambl.  524 ;  Burr  v.  Smith,  7  Vt. 
241 ;  Owens  v.  Missionary  Soc.  of  the  M.  E.  Churchy  14  N.  Y.  386. 

In  our  opinion,  therefore,  the  objections  to  this  bequest  are  not 
sound,  and  it  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas  and 
District  Court,  holding  the  bequests  void,  must  be  reversed. 

Judgment  of  District  Court  reversed  and  cause  remanded. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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(80  Ohio  St.  115.) 

Jtutffleation  of  libel  —  when  ground  of  aeHon, 

An  action  will  not  lie  for  statements  contained  in  an  answer  alleged  to  be 
libellous,  if  such  statements  were  bonestly  made,  without  malice,  and  if  tbej 
were  relevant,  believed  by  defendant  to  be  true,  and  were  made  upon  prob- 
able cause,  and  under  advice  of  counsel. 

A  CTION  for  damages.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 

Hiram  Skinner y  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
White  <&  CampbeU,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Wright,  J.  The  question  at  issue  is  this.  In  an  answer,  the 
party  defending  makes  statements  that,  standing  alone,  would  be 
a  libel  on  the  plaintiff.  The  pleading,  however,  avers  that  the 
allegations  in  question  were  made  in  good  faith,  without  malice; 
that  they  were  relevant,  believed  to  be  true,  and  there  was  proba- 
ble cause  for  such  belief;  further,  that  the  pleading  was  under  the 
advice  of  counsel.  Can  an  action  for  damages  be  predicated  upon 
such  a  pleading  ? 

The  answer  of  Reuben  Lanning  set  up  such  a  defense;  a  demur- 
rer to  it  being  sustained,  the  court  holds  that  that  defense  is  not 
good  in  law. 

It  is  perhaps  difficult  to  determine  the  precise  nature  of  the 
action  before  us,  and  whether  it  is  an  action  for  libel,  or  rather  in 
the  nature  of  an  action  to  recover  for  malicious  prosecution. 

Townshend  on  Slander,  section  220,  says  that  **  defamatory  mat- 
ter, published  in  or  to  a  court  of  criminal  jurisdiction,  may  con- 
stitute the  wrong  called  *  malicious  prosecution,'  but  never  the 
wrong  called  slander  or  libel."  There  was  a  word  called  '*  calumny  *' 
in  the  civil  law,  which  signified  an  unjust  prosecution  or  defense 
of  a  suit,  and  the  phrase  is  still  said  to  be  used  in  the  courts  of 
Scotland  and  the  ecclesiastical  and  admiralty  courts  of  England, 
though  we  do  not  find  cases  of  the  kind  in  the  reports. 

If  this  be  an  action  in  the  nature  of  one  for  malicious  prosecu* 
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tiou,  it  is  evident  the  petition  is  defective,  in  not  averring  the 
termination  of  the  original  suit,  in  which  the  answer  complained 
of  was  filed. 

This  is  a  well-settled  rule  in  that  class  of  actions.  2  Greenl.  on 
Ev.,  §  452.  But  if  we  consider  it  as  an  action  for  lihel,  it  has 
often  been  laid  down  that  proceedings  in  court  are  not  to  be  made 
the  ground  of  such  an  action.  Townshend  says,  in  reference  to 
the  right  of  appealing  to  civil  tribunals:  "Everyone  has  the  right, 
with  or  without  reasonable  cause  for  so  doing,  to  prefer  his  com- 
plaint to  them ;  and  whatever  he  may  allege  in  his  pleading,  as  or 
in  connection  with  his  grounds  of  complaint,  can  never  give  a  right 
of  action  for  slander  or  libel.  The  immunity  thus  enjoyed  by  a 
party  complaining  extends  also  to  a  party  defending.  Whatever 
one  may  allege  in  his  pleading,  by  way  of  defense  to  the  charge 
brought  against  him,  or  by  way  of  counter-charge,  counter-claim, 
or  set-off,  can  never  give  a  right  of  action  for  slander  or  libel.  The 
rule  thus  laid  down  has  been  doubted  by  some,  and  it  has  been  said 
that  if  the  tribunal  to  which  the  complaint  be  made  has  no  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter,  or  if  the  defamatory  matter  be  irrol- 
evant  to  the  matter  in  hand,  or  if  the  party  complaining  or  defend- 
ing maliciously  inserts  defamatory  matter  in  his  pleading,  that  in 
such  cases  the  party  aggrieved  may  maintain  his  action  for  slander 
or  libel.  Notwithstanding  the  dicta  to  the  contrary,  we  believe  the 
better  and  prevailing  opinion  to  be,  that  for  any  defamatory  matter 
contained  in  2l  pleading  in  a  court  of  civil  jurisdiction  no  action  for 
libel  can  be  maintained.  Tlie  power  possessed  by  courts  to  strike 
out  Hcayidalous  matter  from  the  proceedings  before  them,  and  to 
punisli  as  for  a  contempt,  is  considered  a  sufficient  guarantee 
against  the  abuse  of  this  privilege;  but,  whatever  may  be  the  rea- 
son, it  seems  certain  that  where  there  is  a  perversion  of  the  right, 
the  policy  of  the  law  steps  in  and  controls  the  individual  right  of 
redress  by  action  of  libel."     Section  221. 

In  Hill  V.  Miles,  9  N.  H.  14,  it  is  said:  *'  An  action  for  libel  can- 
not be  sustained  for  a  proceeding  before  a  court  having  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter,  if  the  process  was  instituted  under  a  proba- 
ble belief  that  the  matter  alleged  was  true,  and  with  the  intention 
of  pursuing  it  according  to  the  course  of  the  court,  even  if  the 
matter  turns  out  to  be  wholly  false.  ...  It  may  well  be  ques- 
tioned whether  an  action  for  libeji  could  be  sustained,  under  such 
circumstances,  even  if  there  was  evidence  of  express  ill  will." 
Kidder  v.  Parkhurst,  3  Allen,  393;  Watson  v.  Moore,  2  Cush.  133. 
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Addison  on  Torts,  p.  933,  ch.  17,  §  1,  says:  '*An  action  for 
defamation  will  not  lie  for  any  thing  sworn  or  stated  in  the  course 
of  a  judicial  proceeding  before  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction." 

There  are  many  authorities  which  hold  that  statements  made  in 
the  usual  course  of  jurdicial  proceedings,  whether  of  witnesses, 
counsel,  or  otherwise,  come  under  the  head  of  communications 
called  privileged,  although  it  is  at  the  same  time  said  that,  if  these 
statements  are  false  and  malicious,  they  may  lay  the  foundation  of 
an  action.  Perkins  y.  Mitchell,  31  Barb.  461.  Again  in  the  sylla- 
bus in  Henderson  v.  Broomkead,  4  H.  &  N.  569,  is  this:  ''  No 
action  lies  against  a  party  who,  in  the  course  of  a  cause,  makes  an 
affidavit  in  support  of  a  summons  taken  out  in  such  cause,  which 
is  scandalous,  false  and  malicious,  though  the  person  scandalized 
and  who  complains  is  not  a  party  to  the  cause."  See  Hastifigs  v. 
Lusk,  22  Wend.  410. 

In  Marsh  v.  Ellsworthy  50  N.  Y.  311,  the  court  say:  "The  law 
is  well  settled  that  a  counsel  or  party  conducting  judicial  proceed- 
ings is  privileged  in  respect  to  words  or  writings  used  in  the  course 
of  such  proceedings,  reflecting  injuriously  upon  others,  when  such 
words  and  writings  are  material  and  pertinent  to  the  questions  in- 
volved; and  that,  within  such  limit,  the  protection  is  complete, 
irrespective  of  the  motive  with  which  they  are  used;  but  that  such 
privilege  docs  not  extend  to  matter  having  no  materiality  or  per- 
tinency to  such  questions." 

The  authorities  seem  to  be:  some  that  what  is  said  or  written  in 
the  course  of  judicial  proceedings  is  absolutely  privileged,  and  no 
action  can  lie  therefor  ;  others  are  to  the  effect  that  the  statements 
must  at  least  be  relevant  to  the  issue  in  hand  ;  others  that  they 
must  not  be  false  and  malicious. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  consider  the  many  difficult  questions 
which  might  arise  in  cases  other  than  the  one  before  us.  The 
answer  we  are  considering  upon  this  demurrer  avers  that  the 
statements  made,  which  were  alleged  to  be  scandalous,  were  hon- 
estly made,  without  malice  ;  that  they  were  relevant,  believed  to  be 
true,  with  probable  cause  for  such  relief ;  and,  further,  that  the 
statements  were  made  upon  the  advice  of  counsel.  Such  an  answer 
sets  forth  a  good  defense,  and  the  court  erred  in  sustaining  a  de- 
murrer to  it. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  and  Common  Pleas   is  re- 
versed. Judgment  reversed. 
Vol.  XXVII  —  5^ 
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(80  Ohio  St.  18S  ^ 

Statute  of  frauds  ^earUractf&r  toorkfor  more  than  a  year  —  completed. 

Althoagh  an  mctioa  cannot  be  maintained  upon  a  verbal  contract  not  to  be  per. 

formed  within  one  year,  yet  when  each  contract  haa  been  fully  performed 

by  one  party,  the  other  having  obtained  its  benefits,  he  cannot  refuse  to  pay 

the  reasonable  value  thereof. 
T.  agreed  to  work  until  coming  of  age,  a  period  of  sis  years  or  more,  for  M. 

Having  performed   the  contract,  T.   may  maintain  an  action  of  qxiantum 

meruit  for  hb  services. 

Edioard  Otmtt,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
McKimiey  £  TihhalSy  for  defendant  in  error. 

Wright,  J.  The  demurrer  to  the  reply  and  the  case  made  in 
the  bill  of  exceptions  raises  the  question :  When  a  contract  for 
service  has  been  made,  which  cannot  be  fully  performed  in  a  year, 
if  the  party  proceeds  and  does  the  work,  can  the  statute  be  plead 
as  a  bar  to  a  demand  for  compensation  ? 

In  this  case,  Olive  Towsley  ageeed  to  work  from  the  time  she  was 
eleven  until  she  was  eighteen,  a  period  considerably  longer  than  one 
year.  But  having  worked,  having  fully  j)erformed  her  part  of  the 
contract,  can  the  defendant  plead  the  statute,  instead  of  paying 
her? 

Although  this  statute  was  enacted  ostensibly  for  the  prevention 
of  fraud  and  perjury,  courts  have  often  been  careful  to  see  that  it 
should  not,  in  its  application,  occasion  fraud  or  wrong.  Indeed 
there  are  cases  which  hold  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  application 
of  the  statute  would  Avork  a  fraud  is  a  sufficient  reason  why  such 
application  should  be  withheld.  Uidden  v.  Jordan^^l  Gal.  92; 
Sandfoss  v.  Jones ^  35  id.  481. 

It  is  therefore  said  :  *^  Where  a  verbal  contract  is  completely 
executed  by  one  party,  the  consideration  can  be  recovered  from  the 
other,  notwithstanding  the  statute  of  frauds,  .  .  .  and  ^her^ 
a  contract  is  within  the  statute,  as  being  not  to  be  performed 
within  one  year  from  the  making,  but  has  been  fully  performed  on 
one  side,  whether  within  the  year  or  not,  the  consideration  of  thiat 
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performance,  though  by  contract  not  payable  until  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  year,  may  be  recovered  by  action  when  the  stipulated 
time  arrives."  Browne  on  Frauds,  §  117.  The  same  author  says: 
"  One  who  has  rendered  services  in  execution  of  a  verbal  contract, 
which,  on  account  of  the  statute, cannot  be  enforced  against  the  other 
party,  can  recover  the  value  of  the  services  upon  a  quantum  meruit/^ 
In  speaking  of  this  section  Parsons  says  :  "  When  a  contract, 
originally  within  its  provisions,  has  been  entirely  executed  on  one 
«ide,  and  nothing  remains  but  the  payment  of  the  consideration, 
this  may  be  recovered,  notwithstanding  the  statute.  But  whether 
a  recovery  can  be  had  on  the  original  contract,  or  only  on  a  quan- 
tum meruit,  is  not  entirely  clear  upon  the  authorities.  Upon  prin- 
ciple, however,  we  should  say  that  a  recovery  in  such  case  can  only 
he  had  upon  a  quantum  meruit.'*    3  Pars,  on  Gont  38. 

In  Stone  v.  Dennison,  13  Pick.  1,  it  is  held  :  "  The  statute  of 
frauds  has  no  application  to  a  contract  which  has  been  fully  per- 
formed on  both  sides- *'  It  appeared  that  plaintiff  sued  defendant 
for  the  value  of  services  rendered.  The  defense  urged  was  that 
the  boy  came  to  work  when  he  was  fourteen  years  old,  agreeing  to 
remain  until  he  was  twenty-one,  and  for  compensation  defendant 
was  to  supply  board,  clothing  and  education,  which  he  had  done, 
thus  performing  the  contract  on  his  part.  To  this  plaintiff  said 
that  the  agreement  was  void,  not  being  in  writing  and  he  therefore 
sought  to  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit^  claiming  that  his  services 
were  worth  more  than  he  had  agreed  to  and  had  in  fact  received. 
Here  was  a  case  of  a  contract  which  could  not  have  been  performed 
in  one  year,  and  clearly,  while  it  remained  executory,  no  action 
could  be  maintained  upon  it  by  either  party.  If  defendant 
bad  turned  plaintiff  away  from  his  service,  an  action  could  not 
have  been  maintained  for  damages  in  violating  the  agreement,  as 
regards  the  part  remaining  unexecuted.  So,  if  the  boy  had  quit 
his  work,  the  master  would  have  had  no  remedy.  But  the  con- 
tract has  been  completed  upon  both  sides.  The  boy  had  worked 
until  he  was  twenty-one,  and  the  master  had  paid  him  all  he  had 
agreed  to,  and  the  question  was  whether  the  agreement  could  be 
disregarded  and  the  plaintiff  recover  more  than  he  had  already  re- 
ceived, upon  the  ground  that  his  services  were  worth  more. 

In  delivering  the  opinion,  Shaw,  C.  J.,  says:  "Take  the  com- 
mon case  of  a  laborer,  entering  into  a  contract  with  his  employer, 
toward  the  close  of  a  year,  for  another  yeex*^  service,  upon  stipu- 
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lated  terms.  Should  either  party  refuse  to  perform,  the  statute 
would  prevent  either  party  from  bringing  any  action  whereby  to 
charge  the  other  upon  such  contract.  But  it  would  be  a  very  dif- 
ferent question  were  the  contract  fulfilled  on  both  sides  by  the 
performance  of  the  services  on  the  one  part,  and  the  payment  of 
money  on  account^  from  time  to  time,  on  the  other,  equal  to  the 
amount  of  the  stipulated  wages.  In  case  of  the  rise  of  wages 
within  the  year,  and  the  consequent  increased  value  of  the  services, 
could  the  laborer  bring  a  quantum  meruit,  and  recover  more,  or  in 
case  of  the  fall  of  labor  and  the  diminished  value  of  the  services, 
could  the  employer  bring  money  had  and  received  and  recover 
back  part  of  the  money  advanced,  on  the  ground  that  by  the  st^it- 
ute  of  frauds  the  original  contract  could  not  have  been  enforced  ? 
Such,  we  think,  is  not  the  true  construction  of  the  statute.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  it  has  no  application  to  executed  contracts." 

In  Ki7ig  V.  Welcome,  5  Gray,  41,  the  case  was  this:  Plaintiff 
sued  for  work  done.  The  amount  and  value  of  the  services  Avere 
not  disputed,  but  defendant  said  there  was  a  contract,  not  in  writ- 
ing, by  which  plaintiff  was  to  work  an  entire  year,  beginning  at  a 
future  day,  and  tliis  contract  he  had  broken  by  leaving  the  em- 
ployment. Here  the  defendant  endeavored  to  shelter  himself  under 
a  contract,  not  only  so  far  as  executed,  but  also  so  far  as  it  wag 
still  executory,  that  is,  in  its  entirety.  The  contract  was  one  fall- 
ing within  the  statute,  and  the  court  therefore  did  not  permit  the 
defendant  any  benefit  from  it,  though  still  recognizing  the  princi- 
ple that  in  case  of  performance  of  such  a  contract,  a  recovery 
might  be  had,  notwithstanding  the  statute.  The  court  say:  '^In 
the  case  at  bar,  the  plaintiff  shows  semces  rendered  for  the  defend- 
ant and  their  reasonable  value.  The  defendant,  admitting  the 
performance  of  the  labor  and  its  value,  says  the  plaintiff  ought  not 
to  recover,  because  he  made  an  entire  contract  for  a  year,  which  he 
has  not  fulfilled.  The  plaintiff  replies,  that  contract  was  for  work 
for  a  year  from  a  day  future;  it  was  within  the  statute;  it  was  not 
in  writing  ;  it  was  not  executed,  and  cannot  be  used  in  a  court  of 
law,  either  as  the  basis  of  an  action,  or  to  defeat  a  claim,  other- 
wise just  and  reasonable." 

The  authorities  in  Massachusetts  on  this  subject  are  not  uniform. 
Davenport  v.  Masouy  15  Mass.  85  ;  Lapham  v.  Whipple^  8  Mete.  59; 
JUarcy  v.  Marcy,  9  Allen,  8;  Frary  v.  Sterling,  99  Mass.  461 ; 
Hill  V.  Hooper,  1  Gray,  131. 
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In  Souch  V.  Strawbridge,  2  Man.  6r.  &  Scott,  808,  Tindal,  C. 
J.,  says,  although  the  remark  may  be  criticised  as  obiter:  '*  'J'he 
meaning  of  (the  statute)  is,  that  no  action  shall  be  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  in  respect  of  the  non-performance  of  such  contracts 
as  are  therein  referred  to.  It  has  no  application  to  an  action  in  the 
present  form,  founded  upon  an  executed  consideration."  If  this,  in- 
deed, be  the  true  meaning,  it  goes  far  to  relieve  questions  of  this 
kind  of  their  chief  difficulties.  It  allows  an  action  when  the  con- 
tract has  been  performed,  but  refuses  it  in  cases  of  non-perform- 
ance, making  the  distinction  simply  between  executed  and  executory. 

In  Shute  v.  J9orr,  5  Wend.  204,  plaintiff  agreed  to  labor  for  de- 
fendant for  five  years.  The  term  of  service  having  been  ended  by 
mutual  consent,  suit  was  brought  for  the  value  of  the  services. 
The  court  held  that  though  the  contract  was  void  under  the  stat- 
ute, yet  quantum  meruit  could  be  maintained  for  the  service 
actually  rendered. 

In  Pierce  v.  Paine,  28  Vt.  34,  this  subject  is  discussed  by  Red- 
field,  C.  J.,  in  the  following  case.  The  plaintiff  was  to  subscribe 
for  fifty  shares  of  stock  and  carry  them  for  a  year  ;  after  the  year, 
to  have  the  option  to  transfer  them  to  defendant;  and  there  were 
certain  arrangements  about  dividing  profits,  which  do  not  affect 
the  particular  question  considered.  The  turning  point  of  fact  upon 
which  Redfield  bases  his  decision  does  not  appear  from  the  state- 
men^  of  facts,  but  may  be  gathered  from  the  opinion,  and  is  this: 
The  shares  were  never  transferred  to  defendant;  he  never  accepted 
them,  and  was  in  nowise  benefited  by  them.  The  head-note  of  the 
case  is  this:  "If  the  agreement,  for  the  non-performance  of  which 
an  action  is  brought,  was  not  to  be  performed  within  one  year,  no 
recovery  can  be  had  upon  it,  although  that  which  formed  the  con- 
sideration of  the  agreement  was  to  have  been,  or  was  paid  or  per- 
formed within  that  period;  and  no  recovery  can  be  had  for  or  upon 
the  consideration  so  paid  or  performed,  unless  it  inured  to  the  ben- 
efit of  the  defendant." 

Redfield  holds  that  there  can  be  no  recovery  upon  the  contract 
for  it  was  not  to  be  performed  in  one  year  and  was  not  in  writing. 
His  reasoning,  however,  goes  to  show,  if  the  contract  had  been 
performed  on  one  side  and  went  to  the  benefit  of  defendant,  defend- 
ant must  respond  for  the  value  of  that  benefit.  In  such  case, 
however,  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  the  consideration  or  benefit 
has  come  to  defendant's  use. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


438 OHIO, 

Towsley  v.  Moore. 


Ill  citing  the  case  of  iSouch  v.  Strawbridge,  2  C.  B.  808,  Eedfield 
says:  **lii  the  American  casus  cited,  and  in  ona  late  English  case, 
Souch  V.  Strawbridge,  by  'J'indall,  C.  J.,  it  is  siid  that  to  entitle 
the  party  to  recover  on  liis  part  performance  within  the  year, 
when  the  other  party  was  not  bound  to  perform  within  the  year, 
it  must  appear  that  the  performance  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
was  accepted  on  the  otlier  side,  or  that  it  went  to  the  benefit  of  the 
other  side.  And  just  here  it  seems  to  us  comes  the  proper  distinc- 
tion. If  the  contract  has  been  performed  on  one  side  in  such 
manner  that  the  performance  goes  to  the  benefit  of  the  other  party, 
whether  this  was  done  within  the  year  or  not,  it  undoubtedly  lays 
the  foundation  of  a  recovery  against  the  party  benefited  by  such 
performance.  But  where  the  contract  on  the  part  of  this  party 
was  not  to  be  performed  within  one  year  from  the  time  it  was 
made,  the  recovery  is  not  upon  the  contract,  but  upon  the  quantum 
meruit  or  vdlebat,  or  upon  the  money  counts.  It  is  a  recovery 
back  of  the  consideration  of  a  contract  u^ion  which  no  action  will 
lie,  and  which  has  been  repudiated  by  the  other  party." 

Eedfield  criticises  the  cases  upon  the  subject  which  say  that  per- 
forming the  contract  takes  it  out  of  the  statute.  He  insists  that  the 
contract  is  still  within  the  statute,  and  no  action  can  be  maintained 
upon  it;  but  performance  having  benefited  defendant,  he  shall  pay 
the  fair  value  of  that  benefit.  Perhaps  the  difference  is  a  mere 
dispute  as  to  the  form  of  stating  the  same  result. 

Christiancy,  J.,  in  Whipple  v.  Parker^  29  Mich.  374,  says: 
**But  if  the  contract  has  been  executed  by  the  other  party,  and  he 
has  received  the  consideration  and  accepted  its  benefit,  an  action 
may  be  maintained  against  him  for  the  benefit  thus  conferred  — 
the  money,  property,  or  value  thus  appropriated  by  him;  not, 
however,  upon  the  contract,  but  upon  the  appropriate  common 
counts  in  assumpsit,  and  upon  tlie  duty,  promise  or  obligation 
springing  from  the  property,  money  or  benefit  thus  conferred  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  received  and  appropriated  by  the  defendant." 

In  this  case  the  contract  was,  that  in  consideration  the  plaintiff 
would  procure  the  defendant  to  be  admitted  as  a  partner  in  a  joint 
venture  with  one-fourtli  interest  therein,  and  in  tlie  business  to  be 
carried  on  and  the  profits  to  be  made  by  it,  defendant  would,  at 
the  end  of  three  years,  pay  whatever  the  business  was  worth. 

Doty  V.  Martin,  32  Mich.  462,  was  a  bill  in  chancery  to  restrain 
a  physician  from  practicing  his  profession  at  Maple  Rapids  and 
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vicinity.  Plaintiff  had  bought  this  practice,  and  paid  defendant 
for  it,  upon  the  condition  that  he  was  not  to  resume  his  profession. 
Defendant  violated  this  agreement  and  began  business,  averring 
that  the  agreement  was  void  under  the'  statute.  The  court  held 
that  the  contract  having  been  fully  performed  on  both  sides,  the 
case  was  not  affected  by  the  statute. 

The  act  of  Michigan  makes  the  contract  **  void."  29  Mich.  372. 
This  is  somewhat  different  from  ours,  which  provides  **that  no 
action  shall  be  brought."  Under  which  it  is  held  that  the  contract 
is  not  absolutely  void.    Minns  v.  Morse,  15  Ohio,  571. 

In  Patten  v.  Hicks,  43  Cal.  509,  plaintiff  had  made  a  verbal  con- 
tract with  defendant  to  furnish  logs  to  keep  a  saw-mill  running  for 
a  period  of  two  years,  and  furnished  a  large  number.  Suit  was 
brought  on  the  contract  to  recover  the  value  of  the  logs  so  deliv- 
ered. It  was  held  that  the  contract  was  void  under  the  statute, 
being  verbal,  and  that  plaintiff's  remedy  was  a  quantum  meruit  for 
the  logs  which  had  been  furnished. 

In  Moore  v.  Aldrich,  25  Texas  Suppl.  276,  defendant  obtained 
plaintiff's  cattle  upon  a  contract  to  keep  them  for  several  years, 
to  receive  one-fourth  of  the  increase  for  his  compensation.  He  con- 
verted the  cattle  to  his  own  use,  and  relied  on  the  statute  of  frauds  to 
prevent  the  admission  of  testimony  to  show  what  the  parol  contract 
was.  The  court  rather  curtly  dispose  of  the  defense  by  saying: 
"  The  gist  of  the  action  was  the  conversion  by  the  defendant  to  his 
use  of  the  plaintiff's  property,  not  the  enforcement  of  a  contract 
which  was  not  to  be  performed  in  one  year.  The  statute  of  frauds 
has  no  application  to  the  case." 

In  Swanzey  v.  Moore,  22  111.  63,  the  syllabus  is:  "Executory 
contracts  are  avoided  by  the  statute  of  frauds  ;  executed  contracts 
are  not.  If  a  laborer  contracts  verbally  to  work  an  entire  year,  he 
is  entitled  to  the  wages  agreed  upon,  and  to  the  same  proportionate 
compensation,  for  any  period  of  time  he  laboi*s,  for  less  than  a 
year. 

"  A  parol  contract,  which  is  required  by  the  statute  to  be  in 
writing,  is  as  binding  as  any  when  performed,  or  while  being  per- 
formed." 

Moore,  the  appellee,  had  worked  for  Swanzey,  appellant,  under  a 
contract  for  a  year,  the  year  to  begin  at  a  future  time.  There  was  a 
question  relating  to  Moore  having  abandoned  his  con  tract  before  the 
time  was  up,  but  this  is  entirely  independent  of  the  defense  arising 
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apon  the  statute  of  frauds.  The  court  says:  "This  work  was 
done  under  a  contract  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  the  ques- 
tion is  whether  Swanzey  could  insist  upon  the  violation  of  the 
terms  of  such  a  contract  as  a  defense  to  the  action.  Upon  this 
there  can  be  no  reason  to  doubt,  when  the  character  of  such  a  con- 
tract is  considered.  It  will  be  found  that  executory  contracts  only 
are  avoided  by  the  statute  of  frauds;  executed  contracts  never.  A 
parol  contract,  which  that  statute  requires  to  be  in  writing,  is  as 
good  as  any  when  performed,  or  while  being  performed  or  when 
partly  performed  so  far  as  the  performance  goes.  Suppose 
this  man  had  worked  the  whole  year,  no  one  will  deny  that  he 
would  be  entitled  to  the  wages  fixed  by  the  contract,  and  no  more 
The  same  measure  of  compensation  must  satisfy  him  for  the  time 
he  did  the  work.  Suppose  he  had  agreed  to  work  five  years  for 
Swanzey  for  nothing,  but  just  for  the  love  of  it,  while  he  would 
not  be  bound  to  work  a  day  under  such  a  contract,  yet  if  he  worked 
six  months  or  a  yea,r  under  it,  he  would  have  to  be  content  with  the 
pleasure  of  the  exercise  for  his  compensation.  Here  was  a  contract 
that  he  should  work  a  year  for  so  much  money.  Till  that  service 
was  performed  he  was  entitled  to  no  pay.  Whatever  he  did  under 
that  contract  must  be  controlled  by  its  terms.  He  worked  a  por- 
tion of  the  time,  and  quit  without  cause.  By  the  terms  of  the 
contract  under  which  he  did  the  work  he  is  entitled  to  no  pay. 
While  he  agreed  to  work  for  nothing,  he  cannot  change  his  mind 
and  go  for  a  quantxim  meruit.  He  was  not  bound  to  work  under 
the  contract  a  single  day  longer  than  he  pleased.  Swanzey  could 
not  sue  him  for  a  violation  of  his  contract,  which  was  obnoxious  to 
the  statute  of  frauds.  While  executory,  either  party  might  repu- 
diate it.  When  executed,  or  so  far  as  executed,  it  was  as  valid 
and  binding  as  if  it  had  been  in  writing." 

We  confess  this  case,  as  well  as  some  of  the  others  cited,  seems 
to  play  fast  and  loose  with  both  the  contract  and  statute.  While 
insisting  that  the  agreement  is  void,  it  still  allows  a  recovery 
according  to  its  terms  for  the  labor  that  was  performed.  It  is 
much  more  intelligible  to  say,  that  though  the  contract  is  void,  the 
party  must  pay  for  such  advantage  as  he  has  received,  according 
to  the  plainest  principles  of  equity.  As  Redfield  says,  in  Sher- 
man V.  Champlain  TVarisportation  Oo.,  31  Vt.  182:  "It  is  certain, 
I  think,  in  regard  to  a  case  of  this  character,  where  the  obligation 
on  one  part  depends  upon  a  use  conceded  on  the  other  part,  that 
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even  when  the  contract  in  terms  extends  bejond  one  year,  it  is  not 
competent  for  the  party,  who  has  acquiesced  in  tlie  receipt  of  such 
use  for  a  succession  of  years,  to  successfully  defend  against  an 
action  for  the  compensation  stipulated.  And  whether  the  recovery 
is  put  upon  the  ground  that  whatever  is  received  by  one  party  in 
performance  of  a  contract,  which  he  elects  to  avoid  on  the  ground 
of  the  statute,  he  must  pay  for,  or  that  by  acquiescing  in'  the 
receipt  of  such  use,  year  after  year,  he  did,  toties  quoHes,  renew  the 
contract,  does  not  seem  very  material.  In  any  view  we  can  take 
of  the  case,  it  is  obvious  the  statute  of  frauds  can  have  no  applica- 
tion."    See,  also,  SuggeU's  Admr.  v.  Cason^s  Ad/nr.,  26  Mo.  221. 

In  Eniei'y  v.  Smith,  46  N.  H.  151,  it  is  held  that  in  cases  like  this 
po  action  can  be  maintained  on  the  contract,  but  a  quantum  meruit 
must  be  resorted  to;  and  it  is  further  held  that  the  agreement  is 
not  admissible  to  affect  the  amount  of  damages.  Green  v.  Sad- 
dingtony  7  El.  &  Bl.  503;  Lane  v.  Shackfordy  5  N.  H.  130;  Thomas 
V.  Dickinson,  14  Barb.  90;  McCue  v.  Smith,  9  Minn.  252;  Watrous 
V.  Chalker,  7  Conn.  224;  Ray  v.  Young,  13  Tex.  550;  Noyes  v. 
Moor,  1  Root,  142. 

In  Randall  v.  Turner,  17  Ohio  St.  262,  the  syllabus  is:  "  A  ver- 
bal agreement  for  the  sale  of  lands,  which  has  been  fully  per- 
formed on  the  part  of  the  vendor,  is  not  rendered  void  by  the 
statute  of  frauds." 

Samuel  Turner,  defendant  in  error,  plaintiff  below,  had  sold  land 
to  George  Turner  and  John  Randall  for  $800;  $400  was  paid  and 
the  property  conveyed.  The  suit  was  for  the  other  $400.  Day, 
J.,  says:  "  The  suit  being  for  the  purchase-money  of  the  land,  and 
the  contract  having  been  fully  performed  on  the  part  of  the  vendor, 
the  statute  did  not  apply."  The  reason  is  sufficiently  palpable. 
The  party  who  had  received  $400  worth  of  land  ought  to  pay  $400 
in  money. 

Although  not  the  turning  poiut  in  the  case,  in  Abbot  v.  Inskip, 
29  Ohio  St.  59,  it  is  said:  **  It  is  true  the  agreement  could  not 
have  been  performed  within  a  year  from  the  making  thereof,  and 
therefore,  under  the  statute  of  frauds,  it  could  not  have  been 
enforced  by  action.  It  might,  however,  have  been  performed  by 
the  parties,  and,  when  performed,  the  parties  would  have  been 
bound  by  it,  or  if  the  plaintiff  had  performed,  the  defendant  would 
have  been  bound  to  perform  it  on  his  part." 
Vol.  XXVII  — 56 
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When  courts  say  that  performance  takes  a  case  out  of  the  statute, 
or  that  where  the  contract  has  been  fully  completed  on  both  sides, 
or  where  it  has  been  completed  on  one  side  and  payment  alone 
remains,  the  statute  has  no  application,  it  is  only  an  artificial 
method  of  stating  a  very  simple  proposition.  That  is  this:  When  one 
has  received  money,  goods,  or  benefits  from  another,  justice  and 
equity  demand  that  he  should  pay  therefor,  and  the  law  will,  if 
necessary,  imply  a  promise  to  that  effect  And  although  such 
benefits  may  have  been  rendered  under  a  void  contract,  or  one  that 
cannot  be  enforced,  it  cannot  be  allowed  that  a  defendant  can  retain 
his  advantage  without  compensation.  This  would  be  unconscion- 
able. In  the  case  before  us  plaintiff  agreed  to  labor  for  defendant 
for  board  and  clothing,  and  such  sum  as  her  services  were  reasonci- 
bly  worth.  If  this  contract  cannot  be  enforced  by  i-eason  of  the 
statute,  the  law  can  imply  a  promise  precisely  like  it.  The  defend- 
ant has  received  the  benefit  of  the  services,  whatever  they  were, 
and  it  would  be  a  reproach  to  the  law  if  he  were  permitted  to  retain 
these  benefits  without  just  payment 

Her  cause  of  action  is  complete  upon  showing  that  she  worked, 
and  the  value  of  her  labor. 

It  is  further  objected  that  there  can  be  no  recovery  in  this  case 
on  any  implied  contract,  because  the  express  contract  excludes  the 
idea  that  one  can  be  implied.  The  defendant  thus  defeats  recovery 
on  the  express  contract  by  means  of  the  statute,  and  then  uses  tliat 
contract  to  defeat  recovery  also  on  any  other  that  maybe  implied. 
The  contract  is  thus  made  useful  to  the  defendant,  but  not  to  the 
plaintiff  for  any  purpose.  If  it  cannot  be  of  any  avail  to  one  party, 
it  should  not  be  to  the  other.  It  can  hardly  be  a  dead  letter  upon 
one  side  and  not  on  both.  The  case  in  18  Ohio  St,  where  it  is  held 
that  the  express  excludes  the  implied,  was  a  case  where  the  express 
was  capable  of  enforcement. 

In  2  Pars,  on  Cont  515,  it  is  said  :  "  If  the  parties  expressly 
provided  not  any  thing  different,  but  the  very  same  thing  which 
the  law  would  have  implied,  now  this  provision  may  be  regarded 
as  made  twice  ;  by  the  parties  and  by  the  law.  And  as  one  of 
these  is  surplusage,  that  made  by  the  parties  is  deemed  to  be  so ; 
and  hence  is  derived  another  rule  of  construction,  namely,  that 
the  expression  of  those  things  which  the  law  implies  works  noth- 
ing." In  the  case  before  us  the  express  contract  was  just  what  the 
law  would  imply,  namely,  reasonable  reward  for  service  performed^ 
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and  under  the  rule  atated  by  Parsons,  this  express  contract  may 
be  regarded  as  out  of  the  way. 

A  question  is  raised  upon  the  statute  of  limitations.  It  is  suffi- 
cient to  say  that  when  this  statute  is  relied  upon  as  a  bar,  it  must 
be  plead  specially.  Sturges  v.  BurtoUy  8  Ohio  St.  216  ;  McKinney 
V.  Mc Kinney y  id.  423. 

There  was  nothing  in  the  answer  pleading  this  statute,  and  there 
is  no  error  in  this  regard. 

Judgment  of  District  Court  reversed  and  that  of  Common  Pleas 
affirmed. 

AsHBURN,  J.,  dissented. 


Thb  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co.  v.  Fbbkgh. 

(90  Ohio  St.  340.) 

Insurance  — forfeiture  —  waiver, 

A  policj  of  life  insurance  contained  the  usual  cause  of  forfeiture  for  non-pay- 
ment of  premiums.  Departing  from  the  strict  rules  of  the  companj,  a  duly 
authorized  agent  had  allowed  the  cash  part  of  the  premium  to  be  paid  one- 
half  cash,  the  other  half  by  a  short  note.  Upon  the  6th  of  July,  1867,  the 
day  the  premium  was  due,  the  agent  received  the  check  of  assured  for  the 
half  cash  due,  and  a  six  months  note,  giving  the  renewal  receipt  for  a  year. 
The  note  contained  the  clause  "if  not  paid  at  maturity  said  policy  is  to  be 
null  and  void/*  Neither  check  nor  note  was  paid.  Held,  (1 )  The  mere  fact 
that  the  note  was  not  paid  at  maturity,  did  not  of  itself  avoid  the  policy. 
It  gave  the  insurance  company  the  option  of  declaring  a  forfeiture,  but  this 
option  must  be  asserted  by  clear  and  unequivocal  acts.  The  clause  of  for- 
feiture, being  inserted  in  the  note  for  the  benefit  of  the  company,  may  be 
waived  by  failure  to  act,  or  other  circumstances  evincing  an  intention  not  to 
claim  the  benefit  of  the  stipulation.  Whether  the  company  has  exercised 
such  option,  or  waived  their  rights,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  under 
all  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  (2)  The  assured  is  entitled  to  a  renewal, 
upon  tendering  at  the  proper  time  the  proper  amount  of  premium  due. 
This  amount  does  not  include  interest  on  premium  notes  previously  given, 
where  the  policy  does  not  provide  for  its  forfeiture  by  reason  of  non-pay- 
ment of  such  interest. 

i  CTION  on  a  policy  of  insurance.     The  opinion  states  the  facta 

Sage  d  Hinkle,  for  plaintifF  in  error.    I.  French  was  bound  to 
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tender  tlic  premium  stipulated  in  the  policy;  or  an  amount  which^ 
with  the  credits,  would  certainly  be  equal  to  the  premium.  2 
Chitty  on  Cont.  (11th  Am.ed.)  1188;  Dixon  v.  Clark,  5  Man.  Gr.  & 
Scott,  377 ;  Boyden  v.  Moorey  5  Mass.  365  ;  Brandt  v.  Railroad,  26 
Iowa,  114  ;  Smith  v.  Keels,  15  Rich.  318  ;  2  Pars,  on  Cont.  640  ; 
Bassett  v.  Prior  of  St  Johns,  etc.,  M.  2.  H.  6,  fo.  4  pi.  1,  cited  in 
Chitty  on  Cont.  (11th  Am.  ed.)  1188  ;  Moivry  v.  Kirk,  19  Ohio  St. 
375 ;  Bernhard  v.  Ins,  Co.,  5  Bigelow,  144. 

II.  The  policy  was  forfeited  by  failure  to  pay  the  note  given  for 
half  the  premium.  Robert  v.  Ins.  Co.,  1  Dis.  355;  Baker  v.  Im. 
Co,,  43  N.  Y.  283;  Pitt  v.  Ins.  Co.,  100  Mass.  500;  McAllister  v. 
Ins.  Co.,  101  id.  558;  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hasbrooks,  32  Ind.  447;  Patch  v. 
Ins.  Co.,  44  Vt.  481;  Thompson  v.  Ins.  Co,,  5  Bigelow,  8;  Russnm 
V.  Ins.  Co.,  5  id.  243;  Ins.  Co.  v.  Origsby,  10  Bush,  310;  Anderson 
T.  Im.  Co.,  5  Bigelow,  527;  Ins.  Co.  v.  McMillen,  24  Ohio  St  82; 
Skinner  v.  Dayton,  2  Johns.  Ch.  526-535;  Hntcheson  v.  McNutt,  1 
Ohio,  14,  20  ;  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  1313  et.^eq.;  Boyd  v.  Talbert,  12 
Ohio,  212 ;  Smith  v.  Whitbeck,  13  Ohio  St.  471  ;  N.  Y.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  StatJiam,  8  Otto,  30. 

Hoadly,  Johnson  <£  Colston,  for  defendants  in  error. 

Wright,  J.  The  petition  is  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  upon 
the  life  of  Maynard  French,  for  $10,000.  The  policy  was  executed 
July  6,  1864.  It  is  alleged  that  the  annual  premiums  for  1865, 
1866  and  1867  were  duly  paid,  and  receipts  taken.  That  upon  July 
6,  1868,  and  before  noon  of  the  proper  day,  the  premium  was  duly 
tendered  for  the  ensuing  year,  and  refused.  In  April,  1869, 
Maynard  French  died.  The  policy  was  for  the  benefit  of  Julia  A., 
wife  of  Maynard  French.  She,  however,  died  before  her  husband, 
and  this  suit  is  by  her  children  and  heirs. 

The  second  and  third  paragraphs  of  the  answer  are  as  follows: 
"  Second.  Defendants  deny  that  the  annual  premium  upon  the 
policy  referred  to  in  the  petition,  for  the  year  1867,  was  duly  paid. 
They  admit  that  on  the  sixth  day  of  July,  A.  D.  1867,  a  receipt  for 
said  premium  was  given  by  the  agent  of  the  defendants  at  Cincin- 
nati, to  the  said  Maynard  French,  but  no  payment  was  made. 
Said  French  gave  to  said  agent  for  said  receipt  his  check  upon  the 
Fourth  National  Bank  of  Oinoinnati,  dated  July  25,   1867,  foi 
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♦213  88-100,  and  his  note  for  1213  87-100,  payable  six  months  after 
date,  to  the  order  of  the  defendants,  with  interest,  and  with  the 
stipulation  expressed  in  said  note  that  it  was  given  for  said  pre- 
mium, and  that  if  not  paid  at  maturity  said  policy  should  be  null 
and  void,  and  he  also  gave  his  due  bill  for  $1,450,  unpaid  part  of 
premium  on  said  policy,  with  interest  at  six  per  cent,  payable 
annually,  and  with  the  stipulation  that  the  same  should  be  a  lien  on 
said  policy  till  paid;  and  said  receipt  was  given  to  said  Maynard 
French  upon  the  understanding  and  agreement  that  the  same  waa 
not  to  be  operative  unless  said  check  and  said  note  for  1213  87-100 
were  paid  at  maturity,  and  no  part  of  either  has  ever  been  paid. 
Defendants  further  say  that  the  taking  said  check  and  note,  and 
giving  said  receipt  therefor  by  said  agent  was  without  the  knowU 
edge,  authority  or  consent  of  the  defendants;  that  by  the  terms  of 
said  policy  the  annual  premium  thereupon  was  to  be  paid  on  or 
before  twelve  o'clock  m.,  on  the  6th  day  of  July,  during  its  contin- 
uance, and  that  said  agent  was  authorized  to  receive  said  premiums^ 
when  due,  but  was  expressly  prohibited  from  altering  or  discharg- 
ing any  of  the  stipulations  of  said  policy,  and  that  said  prohibition 
was  noted  on  the  face  of  said  policy.  Defendants  further  say  that 
as  soon  as  they  were  advised  of  said  acts  and  doings  by  their  said 
agent,  they  disavowed  the  same,  and  refused  to  recognize,  and  have 
ever  since  refused  to  recognize  said  policy  as  in  force,  of  all  which 
said  Maynard  French  was,  without  delay,  notified. 

"  ITiird.  Defendants  deny  that  payment  of  the  annual  premium 
on  said  policy  accruing  on  the  6th  day  of  July,  1868,  was  tendered 
in  manner  and  form  as  set  forth  in  the  petition  or  otherwise,  and 
allege  that  no  part  of  the  same  has  ever  been  paid.  And  defend- 
ants further  say  that  it  is  expressly  stipulated  in  said  policy  that  if 
the  assured  should  not  pay  the  annual  premiums  thereupon  on  or 
before  the  several  days  therein  mentioned  for  the  payment  thereof, 
then,  and  in  every  such  case,  the  defendants  should  not  be  liable 
to  the  payment  of  the  sum  insured,  nor  any  part  thereof,  and  said 
policy  should  cease  and  determine,  and  all  previous  payments  made 
thereon,  and  all  profits,  should  be  forfeited  to  said  company." 

Upon  the  trial  below  verdict  and  judgment  was  had  for  plaintifb 
in  the  sum  of  18,248. 

The  policy  is  numbered  26187,  bears  date  July  6,  1864,  and 
recites  as  its  consideration:  ^'The  representations  made  to  them  in 
the  application  for  this  policy,  and  of  the  sum  of  1725  to  them  in 
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hand  paid  by  Mrs.  Julia  A.  French,  wife  of  Maynard  French,  and 
of  the  annual  premium  of  $725  to  be  paid  on  or  before  twelve  o'clock, 
M.,  on  the  6th  day  of  July,  in  every  year  during  the  continuance  of 
this  policy." 

it  contains  the  agreement  of  the  assured  that  ^*  in  case  the  said 
assured  shall  not  pay  the  said  annual  premiums,  on  or  before  the 
several  days  hereinbefore  mentioned  for  the  payment  thereof,  then 
and  in  every  such  case  the  said  company  shall  not  be  liable  to  the 
payment  of  the  sum  insured,  or,  any  part  thereof,  and  this  policy 
shall  cease  and  determine;  and  .  .  .  that  in  every  case  where 
this  policy  shall  cease,  or  become  or  be  null  and  void,  all  previous 
payments  made  thereon,  and  all  profits,  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  said 
company." 

By  the  rules  of  the  company,  this  was  a  policy,  on  which  the 
assured  was  allowed  to  pay  one-half  the  premium  in  cash  and  to 
give  a  premium  note  for  the  other  half.  The  insurance  was  ef- 
fected at  Cincinnati,  with  the  agent  of  the  company,  Robert 
Simpson. 

On  the  6th  of  July,  1867,  French  not  being  able  to  pay  the  cash 
part  of  the  premium,  gave  his  check  for  one-half  thereof,  payable 
July  25th,  his  note  of  six  months,  and  the  usual  premium  note. 
The  following  are  copies  of  these  papers: 

No. Cincinnati,  July  25,  1867. 

:int.Rcv.:  Fourth  National  Bank, 

.  Stamp.   , 

;  a  Cents. .  No.  31  Wcst  Third  St. 

Pay  to  R.  Simpson,  Esq.,  or  order,  two  hundred  and 

thirteen  -f^  dollars. 

♦213.88.  M.  French,  Agt. 

•     $213.87.  Cincinnati,  July  6,  1867. 

:  igiRcv. :        Six  months  after  date,  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of 
liACenti.:  Mutual  Benefit  Life  Insurance  Company,  two  hundred 

and  thirteen   and -j^  dollare,   being   for  premium   on 

policy  25,187,  and  if  not  paid  at  maturity,  said  policy  is  to  be  null 
and  void. 

Value  received,  payable  at  Oinoinnati,  with  interest  at  7  pef 
cent. 
ITo. Due  — —  M.  Fri^noh. 
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"  Exhibit  jr 

Policy  No.  25,187.  Cincinnati,  July  6,  1867. 

:iiit.ReT.:  Agency  at  Cincinnati. 

\  Btamp.    * 

.2  Cento..         Due  the  Mutual  Benefit  Life  Insurance  Company, 

fourteen   hundred   and    fifty  dollars,   unpaid   part  of 

premium  of  Policy  No.  25,187,  with  interest  at  6  per  cent,  payable 
annually  ;  this  note  being  a  lien  on  said  policy  till  paid. 
$1,450.00.  M.  French. 

These  amounts  of  $213.88  are  more  than  oue-half  the  premium 
and  are  made  by  adding  interest  on ihe  previous  premium  notes.  It 
appears  that  Simpson  had  been  in  the  habit  of  extending  to  French 
similar  indulgence,  in  previous  years,  as  he  says  ^'  by  express  consent 
of  the  company,*'  and  upon  receiving  the  foregoing  documents,  he 
gave  to  French  the  usual  renewal  receipt  as  follows: 


The  Mutual  Benefit  Life  insueance  Co. 


•Int. Rev.:     261'  Broad  St.  Newark,  N.  Y.,  July  6,  1867. 

:  sump.  ;  >  >       .^    > 

.2  cenu. .         Received  seven  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars,  for 
renewing  Policy  No.  25,187,  on  the  life   of  Maynard 

French  for  one  year  from  date. 

[Not  valid  unless  countersigned  by  agent.] 

$725.00.  Benj'n  C.  Miller,  Treasurer. 

Countersigned,  R.  Simpson,  State  Agent. 

Notice  to  Policy-Holders.  Unless  premiums  are  paid  on  or 
before  the  day  they  become  due,  the  policy  is  forfeited  and  void. 
Payments  of  premiums  may  be  made  to  agents  upon  receipts  issued 
by  the  company,  signed  by  the  treasurer  and  countersigned  by  the 
agent,  and  not  otherwise.  Agents  are  not  authorized  to  make,  alter 
or  discharge  contracts,  or  waive  forfeitures,  or  grant  permits  All 
premiums  are  due  and  payable  at  the  company's  office,  in  New- 
ark, but  if  made  to  an  agent  on  production  by  him  of  a  receipt  as 
above,  it  will  be  valid. 

Lewis  C.  Grove r,  President, 

The  check  was  not  paid  upon  July  25th,  and  is  yet  unpaid.  The 
note  has  not  been  paid,  and  it  is  hence  claimed  that  the  policy  has 
been  forfeited  and  no  recovery  qw.  be  h^d  upon  it. 

In  most  of  the  eases  which  have,  been   cited  in   argument  the 
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policy  contained  a  clause,  that  it  sliould  be  void  upon  non-payment 
of  the  premium;  or  any  note  given  for  such  premium.  Tliis  policy, 
however,  contains  no  clause  of  avoidance  for  the  non-payment  of 
notes  given  for  premium. 

It  is  not  insisted  that  the  non-payment   of  the  check  alone  for 
felted  the  policy,  but  it  is  claimed  that  failure  to  pay  the  note  does 
work  out  this  result.     It  will  be  seen  that   the   note  stipulates  in 
terms  that,  if  it  is  "  not  paid  at  maturity,  said  policy  is  to  be  null 
and  void." 

It  cannot  be  successfully  maintained  that  this  clause  makes  the 
policy  absolutely  void  upon  noo-payment  of  the  note.  Under  the 
authorities  such  a  clause,  being  introduced  for  the  benefit  of  the 
insurance  company,  means  that  the  policy  shall  be  void  if  the  com- 
pany insist  upon  it;  but  it  is  their  option  to  say  whether  this  result 
shall  follow  or  not. 

In  Bouton  v.  Am,  MuL  Life  Iris.  Co.y  25  Conn.  542,  it  is  said: 
"As  the  policy  provides  that,  in  case  the  annual  premium  required 
by  it  should  not  be  paid  in  advance  as  therein  •  mentioned,  the 
defendant  should  not  be  liable  for  the  sum  insured  or  any  part 
thereof,  and  the  policy  should  cease  and  determine,  it  was  optional 
with  the  defendant  to  consider  the  policy  as  being  at  an  end  to  all 
intents  and  purposes,  in  which  case  they  would  be  absolved  from 
all  claim  or  liability  therein;  but  as  that  provision  was  inserted  foi 
the  sole  benefit  of  the  defendants,  it  was  only  voidable  at  their 
election,  and  that  it  was  therefore  competent  for  them  to  waive  a 
strict  compliance  with  it  after  the  time  stipulated  for  the  payment 
of  such  premium." 

This  language  is  cited  with  approval  in  Jacobs  v.  MuL  Life  Itis. 
Co,,  5  Big.  48,  and  the  proposition  is  abundantly  sustained  by 
authority.  Wi7ig  v.  Hervey,  27  E.  L.  &  Eq.  140;  Buckbee  v.  U.  & 
Ins,  Annxi,  <t  Trust  Co,,  18  Barb.  541;  Sheldon  v.  Conn.  MuL  Ins, 
Co.y'Zb  Conn.  207;  Gait  v.  NaL  ProL  Ins,  Co.,  25  Barb.  189. 

In  the  case  before  us,  a  duly  authorized  agent  had  delivered  a 
renewal  receipt,  acknowledging  payment  of  the  premium  for  the 
year  beginning  July  C,  1867.  He  had  taken  at  the  time  what 
appeared  to  him  sufiBcient  payment  That  he  had  authority  to  do 
this  must  be  inferred  from  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  That  he  had 
such  authority  is  shown  by  his  own  testimony,  which  states  that  he 
had  done  the  same  thing  in  previous  years,  "  and  each  time  by  the 
express  consent  of  the  company." 
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In  the  face  of  such  u  receipt,  if  the  company  are  not  allowed  to 
dispute  what  it  says,  and  deny  that  payment  of  the  premium  was 
made,  it  at  least  puts  upon  them  all  the  burden  of  overthrowing 
the  assertion  they  have  thus  made.  If  they  choose  to  assert  their 
option  of  forfeiting  the  policy,  because  the  note  was  not  paid,  they 
must  exercise  that  option  with  some  degree  of  promptness,  and  in 
some  unmistakable  manner. 

Have  they  done  this  ? 

The  company  knew  of  this  transaction  as  early  as  November, 
1867.  They  had  written  to  their  agent,  Simpson,  saying  that  this 
premium  was  unreported,  and  the  reply  was,  on  November  14, 1867,  . 
that  it  "  was  paid  by  note."  At  this  early  date,  at  least  two  months 
before  the  note  was  due,  they  might  have  informed  themselves  of 
all  the  particulars  of  the  transaction,  and  they  could  have  known 
that  their  agent  held  a  note  for  the  premium  due  January  6-9, 1868, 
which  note  stipulated  that  its  non-payment  was  to  avoid  the  policy. 
It  became  them,  therefore,  thus  early,  to  consider  whether  they 
should  exercise  their  option  of  forfeiture.  Had  they  instructed 
their  agent,  if  the  note  was  not  paid  on  the  9th,  that  on  the  10th 
he  should  declare  to  French  that  the  forfeiture  was  insisted  on,  the 
policy  was  void,  and  its  surrender  demanded;  this  would  have  been 
prompt  action.     But  nothing  of  the  kind  was  done. 

We  have  said  that  the  company  is  chargeable  with  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  transaction,  because  they  might  have  known,  and  so 
were  bound  to  know,  just  what  their  agent  had  done,  and  with 
this  knowledge,  and  after  the  note  was  due,  February  14,  1868,  they 
ask  for  a  report  as  to  the  renewal,  among  others,  of  this  policy. 
Clearly  they  had  not  exercised  their  option  of  forfeiture  then.  Upon 
June  17, 1868,  they  write  that  a  number  of  cases  are  still  unsettled, 
of  which  this  is  one. 

We  have  thus  far  said  that  they  are  fairly  chargeable  with 
knowledge  of  their  agent's  transaction,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to 
stand  upon  this  alone.  They  had  an  agent  at  Cincinnati  who  was 
fully  empowered  to  act  in  the  matter.  He  was  authorized  on  the 
part  of  the  company  to  declare  the  policy  void,  upon  non-payment 
of  the  note,  if  he  saw  fit  to  exercise  that  option. 

This  agent  states  that  when  the  check  was  not  paid  he  demanded 

back  the  renewal  receipt;  he  also  says  that  he  informed  French 

that,  "  as  the  matter  stood,  the  policy  was  void."    The  statement, 

V  true,  does  not  seem  to  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  declajv 
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ing  a  forfeiture.  No  offer  to  surrender  the  note  and  cheek  was 
made;  a  return  of  the  policy  was  not  demanded,  and  even  after- 
ward  the  agent  seems  to  have  sought  payment  of  the  check. 

He  states  that  he  demanded  payment  of  the  check  some  twelve 
or  twenty  times,  all  of  which  demands  were  made  within  sixty 
days  of  July  25,  1867,  the  date  of  the  check,  after  which  he  did 
nothing.  That  when  he  took  the  check  and  note  to  demand  the 
return  of  the  renewal  receipt  it  was  then  that  he  informed  Mr. 
French  that  the  policy  was  void.  This  information,  therefore, 
upon  his  own  statement,  must  have  been  communicated  prior  to 
sixty  days  from  the  25th  of  July,  or  prior  to  the  25th  of  September 
Yet  he  writes  to  his  company,  November  14,  1867,  nearly  two 
months  after,  that  this  premium  had  been  paid  by  note.  It  is  very 
certain  that  informing  Mr.  French  that  his  policy  was  void  because 
the  premium  was  not  paid,  and  writing  to  the  home  office,  at  the 
very  same  time,  that  the  premium  was  paid,  is  not  such  clear  and 
definite  exercise  of  the  right  to  insist  upon  a  forfeiture  which  the 
law  demands. 

Mr.  Simpson  seems  to  have  labored  under  considerable  appre- 
hension as  to  being  censured  by  his  company,  and  whether  this 
apprehension  affected  his  testimony  we  cannot  say.  But,  besides 
inconsistencies  in  his  own  letters  and  statements,  he  is  contradicted 
by  other  circumstances. 

Mr.  Simpson  endeavored  to  make  his  company  believe,  and  would 
have  it  now  believed,  that  he  exercised  this  option  by  informing 
Mr.  French  that  the  policy  was  void  in  the  summer  of  1867.  In 
his  letter  to  the  company,  July  16, 1868,  he  informs  them  that  Mr. 
French  came  ia  on  the  7th  of  July  to  tender  his  premium,  which 
was  refused.  "  I  then  repeated  the  notification  I  had  nearly  a  year 
before  given  him,  that  his  policy  had  lapsed  by  non-payment  of 
premium.** 

In  June,  1868,  when  a  new  premium  was  about  to  become  due, 
Mr.  French  sent  his  son  with  a  note  to  Mr.  Simpson,  in  reference 
to  arranging  for  the  premium.  Simpson  says  he  told  the  young 
man  that  as  the  premium  of  1867  had  not  been  paid  the  policy  was 
void.  The  young  man  tells  a  different  story.  He  says  Simpson 
replied  that  he  could  not  carry  it  again  as  he  had  done  the  year 
before.  He  then  says  that  when  his  father  xeceiyed  the  answer  he 
went  and  raised  the  money.  This  would  not  have  been  done  if 
that  answer  had  been  that  the  policy  was  void.    It  was  left  to  the 
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jury  to  say  who  should  be  believed,  Simpson  or  young  French  ?  It 
is  very  plain  that  if  the  young  man  is  to  be  believed  no  foundation 
is  left  for  Mr,  Simpson's  theory  of  forfeiture.  If  he  had  been 
carrying  the  policy  the  year  before  it  was  not  void  during  that 
time.  Again,  the  idea  that  Simpson,  at  any  time  prior  to  June, 
1868,  informed  French  that  his  policy  was  void,  is  inconsistent 
with  other  things. 

It  will  be  remembered  that  Simpson  had  been  indulging  Mr. 
French  during  the  entire  continuance  of  the  policy;  allowing  him 
to  pay  half  of  the  cash  premium,  giving  a  note  for  the  rest.  Mr. 
French  was  behind  for  the  premium  of  1867,  and  if  he  had  under- 
stood that  his  policy  was  void  for  the  non-payment  of  that  premium 
he  never  would  have  written  the  following  note: 

'*  Cincinnati  Savings  Bank,  ) 

"  29  West  Third  Street,  \ 
**  Cincinnati,  July  Sd,  1868.  ) 
**DeabSir:  I  have  been  in  daily  expectation  of  money,  but 
have  not  yet  got  it;  and  I  propose  to  you  the  note  of  my  son  and 
daughter,  with  mortgage  on  real  estate  on  ML  Auburn,  worth  $20,- 
000,  incumbered  witn  mortgage  for  $5,000  only,  payable  in  April, 
1869;  the  fee  of  the  real  estate  is  in  them,  and  they  are  free  from 
all  debts.  I  want  this  indulgence  for  sixty  days,  to  pay  past  dues 
and  interest,  and  the  cash  payment  for  the  next  year  on  my  life 
policy  ;  condition,  that  if  not  paid  at  maturity  the  renewal  receipt 
shall  be  void.     Please  answer.  M.  French. 

"  Rob't  Simpson,  Esq.,  Mutual  Benefit  Life  Ins.  Co." 

If  the  insumnce  was  void,  as  Simpson  claims,  there  were  no 
*'past  dues,'*  for  French  owed  nothing,  and  he  would  not  be  offer- 
ing to  raise  money  on  mortgage  to  pay  premiums  on  a  policy  which 
did  not  exist.  Other  then,  than  by  asserting  to  Mr.  French 
that  his  policy  was  void,  Mr.  Simpson  seems  to  have  done  nothing 
to  signify  that  he  exercised  his  option  of  forfeiture.  Whether  or 
not  he  did  make  this  assertion,  as  he  claims,  was  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury. 

As  far  as  we  are  able  to  discover,  therefore,  there  was  nothing 
done  to  inform  Mr.  French  that  his  policy  was  void,  up  to  the  6th 
of  July,  1868,  when  he  went  to  arrange  for  the  premium  of  that 
year,  unless  we  take  into  account  the  statements  of  Simpson,  which 
wei-e  left  to  the  jury.    We  then  cannot  consider  that  the  company 
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exercised  their  option  to  forfeit,  and  tlieir  failure  so  to  do  was  a 
waiver  of  such  forfeiture.  It  is  said  that  "slight  evidence  of 
waiver,  as  in  other  cases  of  forfeiture,  will  be  suflScient"  Ripley  v. 
jEtna  Ins.  Co,,  29  Barb.  557. 

As  we  have  before  said,  the  mere  non-payment  of  the  note  is 
not  alone  sufficient  to  avoid  the  policy.  Such  payment  was  not  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  attaching  or  continuing  of  the  risk.  It 
was  rather  a  note  with  a  condition  of  defeasance  that  might  be 
made  operative  if  desired. 

The  delivery  of  the  renewal  receipt  shows,  prima  faciey  that  the 
risk  had  attached.  And,  again,  the  contract  of  life  insurance  is 
said  to  be  "  sui generis."  The  payment  of  any  premium,  after  the 
first,  is  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  vesting  of  all  rights, 
though  these  rights  are  liable  to  forfeiture.  The  payment  of  the 
first  premium  and  delivery  of  the  policy  covers  the  whole  life-time, 
and  makes  a  complete  vested  right  to  the  sum  insured,  if  there  is 
death  before  another  premium  payable;  if  not,  further  premiums 
must  be  paid  or  forfeiture  may  ensue.  But  rights  arise  upon  the 
payment  of  the  first  premium  ;  they  become  vested  then,  and  so 
remain  until  forfeiture.     37  N.  J.  469. 

We,  therefore,  cannot  consider  payment  of  this  note  as  abso- 
lutely necessary  before  the  renewal  attached.  It  may  not  perhaps 
be  necessary  to  hold,  as  did  the  court  below,  that  demand  of  pay- 
ment the  day  the  note  was  due  was  necessary  to  work  a  forfeiture, 
but  certainly  something  must  be  done  between  the  date  the  note 
was  due  and  the  end  of  the  year  to  establish  and  proclaim  the  forfeit- 
ure, or  it  must  be  held  to  bo  waived. 

In  cases  of  this  kind,  when  so  serious  matters  as  forfeitures  are 
contemplated,  it  becomes  insurance  companies  and  agents  to  act 
with  fairness  and  candor,  eschewing  any  thing  like  double  dealing. 
Helme  v.  Phil  Life  Ins.  Co.,  61  Penn.  St.  107. 

It  is  urged  by  counsel  that  Mr.  Simpson  was  figuring  so  as  to 
ultimately  secure  payment  of  the  check  and  note  for  his  company, 
and  still  refuse  to  renew  the  policy  in  July,  1868.  As  that  time 
approached,  he  knew  that  Mr.  French  was  in  failing  health,  and  if 
he  could  hold  on  to  these  papers  and  escape  the  risk  of  another 
year  by  refusing  the  premium,  it  would  be  a  desirable  transaction 
in  a  pecuniary  sense.  We  do  not  know  that  the  jury  were  at  all 
impressed  with  this  view,  but  if  they  had  been,  we  cannot  say  that 
H  is  absolutely  unsustained  by  the  testimony. 
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It  appears  to  us  that  the  disposition  to  pi'evcnt  and  guard  against 
forfeitures  of  this  kind  is  plainly  evinced  by  the  authorities.  Sliel- 
dan  V.  Con7i,  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  25  Conn.  207. 

In  the  Georgia  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gidso7i,  62  Ga.  640,  the  ease 
was  this:  Gibson  had  his  life  insured,  but  upon  his  death  tjie  company 
contended  that  he  had  not  paid  up  his  dues,  and  so  the  insurance  had 
been  forfeited.  He  died  in  1870,  but  in  the  spring  of  that  year  he 
had  sent  the  company  $35.25  in  payment  of  all  his  dues.  The 
company  retained  the  money  till  after  his  death  without  notifying 
him  whether  it  was  satisfactory  or  not  It  was  held  that  if  the 
company  received  and  retained  the  amount,  this  was  a  waiver  of 
default.  If  the  amount  was  not  enough  to  pay  past  dues,  it  waa 
the  clear  duty  of  the  company  to  have  promptly  notified  him. 
They  should  not  have  retained  the  money,  and  remained  silent 
till  after  the  death. 

In  case  at  bar,  the  company  should  not  have  retained  the  check 
and  note,  and  remain  silent,  as  they  did.  Yet  it  appears  that  on 
July  6,  1868,  when  Simpson  refused  the  premium  for  that  year, 
French  offered  to  give  up  his  policy  if  the  company  would  return  his 
check  and  note.     This  was  refused. 

A  receipt  of  the  premium  after  it  was  due  is  held  to  be  a  waiver 
of  forfeiture.  Froelich  v.  Atlas  Life  Ins.  Co.,  47  Mo.  406;  Sims  v. 
State  Ins.  Co.,  id.  54 ;  Hodsdon  v.  Guardian  Life  Ins.  Co.,  97  Mass. 
144;  Thompson  v.  St.  Louis  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.,  52  Mo.  469. 

In  Teutonia  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Anderson,  77  111.  384,  it  is  held 
that,  upon  a  non-payment  of  premium  at  the  proper  time,  the  com- 
pany have  the  right  to  declare  a  forfeiture;  but  if  it  failed  to  do 
so,  it  would  be  presumed  that  it  chose  to  carry  the  risk,  upon  tlie 
responsibility  of  the  party  who  had  agreed  to  guarantee  the  pay- 
ment. This  case  also  holds,  that  when  a  company  has  acknowledged 
in  the  policy  the  receipt  of  premiums,  it  will  not  be  allowed  to 
dispute  such  acknowledgment. 

The  same  is  held  in  other  Illinois  cases.  III.  Cen.  Ins.  Co.  y.WoIf, 
37  111.  354 ;  Prov.  Life  Lis.  Co.  v.  Fennell,  49  id.  180. 

In  Jolliffe  V.  Mad.  Ins.  Co.,  39  Wis.  119  ;  20  Am.  Rep.  35,  which 
was  a  fire  policy,  it  is  said  :  "Forfeitures  are  not  favored  in  the 
law,  and  will  not  be  sustained  upon  mere  inferences.  Where,  upon 
breach  by  one  party  of  a  condition  or  stipulation  in  a  contract,  the 
other  party  thereto  has  the  option  to  declare  the  contract  forfeited, 
and  thus  relieve  himself  from  liability  upon  it,  and  seeks  to  exer- 
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cise  such  option,  he  must  do  so  unconditionally,  and  in  plain,  pos- 
itive and  unmistakable  terms." 

Nor  do  these  views  conflict  with  Robert  v.  his.  Co.,  1  Dis.  355,  a 
case  which  counsel  seem  to  think  decisive  of  this.  In  that  case 
the  court  admit  that  subsequent  acts  may  prevent  the  avoidance  of 
a  policy,  quoting  some  of  the  authorities  already  cited  (p.  365). 

As  the  case  stands  upon  the  evidence,  it  was  possible  for  the 
jury  to  find  that  in  prior  years  Mr.  Simpson,  who  was  fully  author- 
ized to  act  in  the  premises,  had  varied  from  the  strict  rules  of  the 
company,  and  allowed  Mr.  French  to  pay  half  the  premium  in  cash, 
giving  a  short  note  for  the  balance.  In  1867,  the  check  is  given 
payable  ahead,  and  a  six  months'  note,  containing,  for  the  first 
time,  this  clause  of  forfeiture.  Simpson  endeavors  to  collect  the 
check,  but  takes  no  steps  to  avoid  the  policy,  allowing  Mr.  French 
to  believe  that  its  validity  was  not  impaired.  At  the  end  of  the 
year,  when  the  failing  health  of  the  assured  impresses  upon  the 
agent  the  belief  that  further  risk  would  entail  the  loss,  he,  for  the 
first  time,  declares  the  policy  already  forfeited  as  a  past  event. 

These  facts,  and  the  questions  of  forfeiture  and  waiver,  were 
fairly  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  we  cannot  say  that  they  have  so 
clearly  erred  as  to  justify  us  in  setting  aside  the  verdict. 

They  appeared  to  have  found  either  that,  if  there  was  a  forfeit- 
ure, it  had  been  waived,  and,  consequently,  that  the  premium  of 
1867  had  been  paid.  This  being  true,  French  was  entitled  to 
a  renewal  for  the  year  1868,  upon  tendering  the  amount  of  premium 
due,  July  6,  1868.  That  amount  was  $725,  one-half  of  which  was 
$362.50,  the  proper  sum  to  be  tendered.  Simpson  makes  it  more 
by  adding  in  interest  on  the  premium  order.  But  we  agree  with 
counsel,  that  a  tender  of  this  interest  was  not  necessary,  as  there 
is  nothing  in  the  policy  to  forfeit  it  on  account  of  non-payment  of 
interest. 

But  Simpson  swears  that  there  was  not  $362.50  tendered.  In 
this  he  is  again  contradicted  by  testimony  tending  to  show  the  con- 
trary. This  was  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  we  cannot  say 
that  their  verdict  was  clearly  wrong. 

We  have  not  elaborated  all  the  points  raised  by  counsel,  but  upon 
the  views  stated,  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Scott,  J.,  dissented. 
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WiLKiNS  V.  Tobacco  Ins.  Oa 

(80  Ohio  St.  317.) 
Iruuranee  — deviation  — tmrrarUy. 

Where  the  contract  of  ineurance  on  a  steamboat  stipulates  for  its  continuance 
for  one  year,  "  unless  it  is  terminated  or  made  void  by  conditions  therein* 
after  expressed,"  and  contains  a  '*  permission  to  navigate  the  Ohio  and  Mis- 
sissippi  rivers  below  Cairo,"  but  contains  no  condition  expressly  avoiding  the 
policy  for  navigating  the  boat  outside  of  the  permitted  waters,  and  the  boat 
made  atrip  outside  of  these  permitted  waters  and  returned  in  safety  where 
she  was  afterward  destroyed  by  fire,  in  no  way  caused  or  contributed  to  by 
such  departure,  held,  that  the  only  effect  of  such  deviation  was  to  relieve 
the  insurer  from  auy  loss  happening  outside  of  the  permitted  waters,  and 
that  said  policy  was  not  avoided  thereby,  and  that  after  a  temporary  departure 
and  return  in  safety  to  the  permitted  waters,  the  insurers  are  liable  for  a 
subsequent  loss  covered  by  the  policy,  not  caused  or  contributed  to  by  such 
deviation. 

ACTION  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  steamboat.  The  policy 
contained  a  '^  permission  to  navigate  the  Ohio  and  Missis- 
sippi river  below  Cairo."  During  the  term  the  boat  made  a  trip 
up  White  river,  without  consent  of  the  insurers,  but  i*eoeiYed  no 
injury  on  that  trip.     Subsequently  a  loss  by  fire  occurred. 

Lincoln,  Smith  (6  Stephensy  forplaintiflf  in  error. 

Hoadly,  Johmon  &  Colston,  for  defendant  in  error,  claimed  that 
the  language  used  in  the  policy  amounts.,  in  law,  to  a  warranty  upon 
the  part  of  the  assured,  that  the  St  Patrick  should  navigate  none 
other  than  the  permitted  waters.     Hop.   Man.   Mar.  Ids.  181,  182 
Odiorne  v.  Im.  Co.,  101  Mass.  551;  Colledgev,  Hartley,  6  Exoh.  205 
Sawyer  v.  Ins,  Co,,  6  Gray,   221;  Palmer  v.  Ivs.  Co.,  1  Story,  360 
Arnold  on  Ins.,  §§  213,  215;  Fernandez  v.  Ins,  Co,,  48  N.  Y.  571 
Coffin  Y,  Lis,  Co,,  9  Mass.  436;  1  Arnold  on   Ins.    342;  Ilartly  v. 
Jluggin,   3  Doug.  39;  Ins,    Co,  v.  Abbott,    12  Md.  348  ;  Park  on 
Ins.  294;  1  Phillips  on  Ins.  987. 

Johnson,  J.  [Omitting  a  preliminary  question.]  2.  Was  the 
trip  up  the  White  river  such  a  deviation  or  breach  of  warranty  as 
rendered  the  ]>olicy  void,  so  that  no  recovery  can  be  had  for  a  sub- 
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sequent  loss  within  the  life  of  the  policy,  when  such  loss  was  not 
caused  or  contributed  to  by  6uch  trip  ? 

The  insurers  claim  that  it  was.  They  point  to  the  words  found 
among  the  stipulations  of  tlie  underwriter,  "  with  permission  to 
navigate  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  rivei*8  below  Cairo,"  and  to  those 
found  under  the  head  of  '^Warranted  by  the  assured,"  "  that  the  said 
vessel  shall  be  run  and  navigated  on  the  aforesaid  privileged  waters, 
as  is  usual  for  boats  of  her  class,"  and  claim  that  these  provisions 
amount  to  a  warranty  by  the  insured,  that  he  will  not  take  the 
boat  out  of  the  permitted  waters,  the  legal  effect  of  which  is  to 
avoid  the  policy  in  case  of  a  deviation. 

On  the  other  hand  it  is  claimed  that  no  such  warranty  exists. 
It  is  admitted  that  if  the  loss  had  occurred  while  the  boat  was  navi- 
gating other  than  the  permitted  rivers,  no  recovery  could  be  had, 
but  that  on  her  return  in  safety  to  those  rivers  the  boat  was  cov- 
ered by  the  insurance,  and  that  for  any  subsequent  loss  by  fire  the 
plaintiff  may  recover. 

To  determine  this  issue  of  law  we  must  examine  this  contract  by 
the  light  of  those  principles  of  construction  that  govern  in  such 
cases. 

Among  these  are  the  following  well-settled  rules:  "  As  a  contract 
of  indemnity  to  the  assured,  the  policy  is  to  be  liberally  construed 
in  his  favor,  not  only  because  this  mode  of  construction  is  most 
conducive  to  the  interests  of  commerce,  but  because,  for  the  reasons 
that  have  been  stated,  it  is  probably  most  consonant  to  the  inten- 
tions of  the  parties.  It  is  certain  that  the  assured  desires  as  ample 
an  indemnity  as  he  can  obtain,  and  it  is  probable  that  the  insurer 
means  that  he  shall  understand  the  indemnity  given  to  be  as  exten- 
sive as  its  terms,  upon  any  fair  interpretation,  import."  1  Duer 
on  Ins.,  §  5,  p.  161. 

"  When  statements  and  engagements  on  the  part  of  the  insui-ed 
are  inserted  or  referred  to  in  the  policy  itself  it  often  becomes 
difficult  to  determine  to  which  class  they  belong.  If  they  appear 
in  the  face  of  the  policy  they  do  not  necessarily  become  warranties. 
Their  character  will  depend  upon  Ihe  form  of  expression  used,  the 
apparent  purpose  of  the  intentiony  and  sometimes  upon  the  connec- 
tion or  relation  to  other  parts  of  the  instruments^  Campbell  v.  The 
Bng.  Mutual  Life  Im,  Co.,  98  Mass.  391. 

In  the  same  case  it  is  said:  "  In  considering  the  question  whether 
a  statement  forming  a  part  of  the  contract  is  a  warninty,  it  must 


Digitized  by 


Google 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1876.  457 

Wllkins  V.  Tobacco  Ins.  Co. 

be  borne  in  mind,  as  an  established  maxim,  that  warranties  are  not 
to  he  created  7ior  extended  by  construction  ;  they  must  arise,  if  at  all, 
from  the /air  interpretation  and  clear  intendment  oi  the  words  used 
by  the  parties."     08  Mass.  391. 

"  A  warranty  cannot  be  extended  by  inference  beyond  the  strict 
meaning  of  the  words  in  which  it  is  expressed.  As  was  said  by 
Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  Forbush  y.Western  Massachusetts  Ins.  Go,, 
4  Gray,  337,  341,  '  nothing  is  to  be  added  by  way  of  intendment  or 
construction,  when  the  words  are  clear  and  intelligible,  although 
it  may  reasonably  be  inferred  that  some  object  was  intended  to  be 
accomplished  by  the  warranty,  which  a  mere  literal  compliance 
would  not  fully  reach.'  The  chief  justice  there  cited  with  approval 
a  case  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  in  the  time  of  Lord  Mansfield,  of  a 
ship  warranted  to  have  twenty  guns,  and  proved  to  have  had  twenty 
guns  but  only  twenty-five  men,  when  it  required  sixty  nmen  to  man 
twenty  guns;  and  in  which  tlie  underwriters  contended  that  the 
warranty  implied  that  there  should  be  a  proportionable  number  of 
men,  but  the  court  held  otherwise."  Thwing  v.  Oreat  West,  Ins, 
Co.,  130  Mass.  401;  4  Am.  Rep.  567. 

"  Courts  are  not  disposed  to  favor  warranties  by  construction, 
and  if  the  terms  used  are  fully  satisfied  as  a  description,  they  will 
not  be  extended  to  include  a  warranty,  unless  it  is  clearly  expressed 
that  such  was  the  design  and  meaning  of  the  parties.  These  views 
are  sustained  by  authorities  entitled  to  great  consideration." 
United  States  F,  &  M,  Ins.  Co,  of  B.  v.  Kimberly,  34  Md.  231,  232 ; 
6  Am.  Rep.  325. 

In  Yeadon  v.  Fry,  Chief  Justice  Marshall  says:  "The  counsel 
has  considered  the  conception  as  a  warranty ;  but  the  court  cannot 
so  consider  it  The  words  are  the  words  of  the  insurer,  not  of  the 
insured,  and  they  take  a  particular  risk  out  of  the  policy,  which, 
but  for  the  exception,  would  be  comprehended  in  the  contract. 

.  .  .  Policies  of  insurance  are  generally  the  most  informal 
instruments  which  are  brought  into  courts  of  justice,  and  there  are 
no  instruments  that  are  more  liberally  construed  in  order  to  effect 
the  real  intention  of  the  parties  if  that  intention  can  be  clealy 
ascertained." 

"All  the  conditions  and  terms  of  the  policy,  both  written  and 
printed,  should  be  construed  liberally  for  his  benefit"  (the 
•ssured's),  "  and  so  as  to  effectuate,  as  far  as  may  reasonably  be 
Vol.  XXVII  —  58 
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done,  the  indemnity  which  he  justly  expected/'  Etna  Ins.  Co,  v. 
Jackson,  16  B.  Monr.  258,  259. 

"  Conditions  subsequent  are  not  favored  in  law,  are  not  to  be 
raised  readily  by  infei*ence  or  argument,  and  only  when  apt  and 
suflScient  words  are  used  for  that  purpose."  Laberee  v.  CarletoUy 
53  Me.  212,  213. 

"  Such  a  condition,  when  relied  on  to  work  a  forfeiture,  is  to  be 
construed  with  great  strictness;  the  demandant  shall  have  his  exact 
legal  right,  but  no  more."     Merrifield  v.  Cobleighy  4  Cush.  184. 

"  The  same  rules  of  construction  which  apply  to  all  other  instru- 
ments apply  equally  to  policies  of  insurance — namely,  that  they 
are  to  be  construed  according  to  their  sense  and  meaning  as  col- 
lected from  the  terms  used,  which  terms  are  to  be  understood  in 
their  ordinary  and  popular  sense,  unless  they  have  generally,  in 
respect  to  the  subject-matter,  as  by  the  known  usages  of  trade,  or 
the  like,  acquired  a  peculiar  sense  distinct  from  the  popular  sense 
of  the  same  words,  or  unless  the  context  points  out  that  they  must, 
in  the  particular  instance,  and  in  order  to  effectuate  the  immediate 
intention  of  the  parties  to  the  contract,  be  understood  in  some 
special  and  peculiar  sense."  Robertson  v.  Frefich,  4  East,  1305 
Hone  V.  Mut.  Safety  Ins.  Co.,  1  Sandf.  151 ;  Palmer  v.  Warren  Ins. 
Co.,  1  Story,  365;  1  Parsons  on  Marine  Ins.,  ch.  4,  §  9. 

The  policy  commences  with  this  stipulation: 

"  This  policy  of  insurance  witnesseth,  that  the  Tobacco  Fire  and 
Marine  Insurance  Company  of  Cincinnati,  by  these  presents,  do 
cause  M.  Pyne  to  be  insured  in  the  sum  of  not  exceeding  three 
thousand  dollars,  lost  or  not  lost,  upon  the  steamer  St  Patrick,  where- 
ever  she  is  in  safety  at  noon  of  the  3d  day  of  July,  1867,  and  from 
thence  to  noon  on  the  3d  day  of  July,  1868,  when  this  policy  shall 
expire,  unless  sooner  terminated  or  wade  void  by  conditions  here- 
inafter  expressed.^* 

"With  permission  to  navigate  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  river 
below  Cairo,  111.     Coal  oil  clause  waived." 

It  is  to  continue  until  July  3,  1868,  unless  sooner  terminated  or 
made  void,  by  conditions  hereinafter  expressed,"  By  its  terms  it  is  to 
remain  in  force  for  one  year,  unless  avoided  by  subsequent  expressed 
condition.  The  words,  "  with  permission  to  navigate  the  Ohio 
and  Mississippi  river  below  Cairo,"  are  written  in  the  printed 
policy  immediately  after  the  clause  providing  for  its  termination,^ 
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but  their  natural  position  in  tho  contract  is  immediately  preceding 
that  clause. 

We  will  look  in  vain  through  the  contract,  filled  with  stipula- 
tions, conditions,  and  warranties,  for  any  provision  which  expressly 
avoids  it  in  a  case  of  this  kind.  While  there  are  numerous  condi- 
tions and  stipulations  in  wliich  it  is  expressly  avoided  if  they  are  not 
complied  with,  there  is  none  avoiding  it  for  a  temporary  deviation. 

Thus,  under  the  head  of  *'  obligations  of  the  assured,"  it  is  to  be 
void  if  the  insurance  exceeds  $22,500,  or  upon  assignment  of  the 
policy  or  charter  of  the  vessel  without  the  approval  of  the  company 
indorsed  thereon,  or  during  the  time  hemp  shall  be  carried  on  deck 
uncovered,  or  lime  in  the  hold,  or  cotton  on  the  hurricane  deck; 
also,  if  the  premium  notes  are  not  paid  in  fifteen  days  after  matur- 
ity, and  remain  void  until  paid. 

It  is  also  provided  it  shall  cease  while  the  vessel  is  in  the  custody 
under  proceedings  in  law  or  in  equity,  except  during  five  days  after 
seizure;  and  that  a  violation  or  non-compliance  with  any  such  con- 
ditions vitiates  the  policy. 

Under  the  same  head,  in  what  is  called  the  **  warranty  clause,** 
there  are  many  warranties,  stipulations  and  conditions,  in  some  of 
which  the  penalty  expressly  named  for  their  violation  avoids,  or 
rather  suspends  the  ))olicy.  In  that  clause  relating  to  unseaworthi- 
ness, it  is  provided  that  the  policy  shall  be  void  while  the  vessel  is 
unseaworthy,  except  while  going  to  a  port  for  repairs,  or  while  they 
are  being  made. 

As  there  is  no  express  condition  avoiding  this  policy  for  the  cause 
in  question,  we  may  well  apply  the  maxim,  **  expressio  unius  exclusio 
aUerius." 

As  there  is  no  express  condition,  let  us  further  inquire  if  tliere 
is  any  implied  from  the  express  terms  of  the  policy.  The  contract 
of  the  insurer  is  for  one  year,  *'  unless  sooner  terminated  or  made 
void  by  conditions  heretnaflQr  expressed.  From  this  it  is  clear  it 
cannot  be  avoided  by  any  implied  conditions. 

We  are  thus  left  to  inquire  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  "  condi- 
tions expressed^ 

It  is  said  the  permission  to  navigate  certain  waters  is  equivalent 
to  prohibiting  the  navigation  of  all  others.  We  agree  with 
Mabshall,  C.  J.,  in  Yeadon  v.  Fry,  supra.  These  "are  the 
words  of  the  insurer,  not  of  the  insured,  and  they  take  2k  particular 
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risk  out  of  the  policy,  which,  but  for  the  exception,  would  be  com- 
prehended in  the  contract."     They  do  not  amount  to  a  warranty. 

The  stipulation  in  the  warranty  clause,  "the  said  yessel  shall  be 
run  and  navigated  upon  the  privileged  waters  as  is  usual  for  vessels 
of  her  class  in  the  usual  prosecution  of  business  y'^  has  no  pro  vi  son 
avoiding  the  policy  if  violated,  though  a  failure  to  run  and  navi- 
gate the  vessel  as  usual  would,  if  loss  ensue  from  such  neglect  of 
duty,  avoid  it.  If  no  loss  ensued  from  such  failure,  and  a  loss 
does  happen  from  a  subsequent  cause  insured  against,  no  one  would 
claim  that  the  policy  was  void.  Clearly  this  clause  relates  to  the 
mode  and  manner  of  navigating  the  vessel  within  the  permitted 
waters.  It  is  not  a  warranty  by  the  assured  that  he  will  navigate 
no  other  waters,  but  only  that  he  will  navigate  the  permitted 
waters  in  a  proper  and  skillful  manner,  as  is  usual  with  boats  of 
her  class.  This  clause  cannot  have  two  distinct  and  incongruous 
meanings,  one  to  provide  against  unskillful  use  of  the  boat  within 
the  permitted  waters,  the  penalty  of  which  is  to  defeat  the  policy 
when  it  is  the  cause  of  a  loss,  and  the  other  to  avoid  the  policy, 
however  skillfully  it  is  done,  if  there  is  a  deviation  from  these 
waters. 

Again,  we  must  keep  in  mind  the  difference  between  a  voyage 
and  a  time  policy. 

The  voyage  policy  insures  a  voyage  from  a  tei*minus  a  quo  to  the 
terminus  ad  qtiem,  in  a  prescribed  course,  which,  though  seldom 
set  out  in  the  policy,  forms  part  of  it,  and  is  as  binding  on  the 
insured  as  though  mutually  detailed.  The  voyage  being  in  the 
course  of  navigation  on  and  in  which  the  ship  actually  sails.  If 
there  is  a  voluntary  variation  from  this  course,  it  is  a  deviation, 
because  it  is  an  abandonment  of  the  voyage  which  was  insured,  and 
for  any  subsequent  loss  from  any  cause  whatever  the  boat  is  unin- 
sured. 

The  voyage  actually  made  is  not  the  voyage  insured,  therefore 
no  recovery  can  be  had. 

A  policy  on  time  insures  no  specific  voyage,  but  covers  any  voy- 
age within  the  prescribed  time,  and  the  loss  and  damage'  the  ship 
may  sustain  by  the  perils  insured  against  within  the  limited  period. 
1  Arnold  on  Ins.  333  and  409. 

Strictly  speaking,  there  can  be  no  deviation  in  a  purely  time 
policy,  if  the  vessel  sails  upon  any  voyage  for  which  she  is  sea- 
worthy.    "Like  the  former  silent  warranty,  it  is  presumed  that 
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this  does  not  operate  when  a  ship  is  insured  on  time."  Hopkins* 
Man.  of  Ins.  184. 

The  other  silent  warranty  here  spoken  of  is  seaworthiness: 
"But  policies  on  time  have  recently  come  into  use,  partly,  no 
doubt,  to  obviate  the  danger  arising  from  the  doctrine  of  deviation, 
which,  though  often  slight,  and  quite  immaterial  to  the  actual 
risk,  has  often  defeated  contracts  of  insurance,  where  there  has 
been  no  increased  risks,  and  thereby  done  much  to  prevent  the 
benefits  afforded  to  commerce  by  honest  insurance."  Capen  v. 
Wash.  Ins.  Co.,  12  Cush.  537. 

There  is  still  another  class  of  policies,  which  partake  of  the 
nature  of  both,  which  may  be  called  mixed  policies:  As  "at  and 
from  A  to  B  for  six  months;  "  or,  "  at  and  from  Liverpool  to  New 
York  from  January  1,  1847,  to  January  1,  1848." 

In  speaking  t)f  these  mixed  policies,  Arnold  says  (vol.  1,  p.  412): 
"  They  agree  with  time  policies  in  this,  that  the  underwriter  can- 
not be  liable  for  any  loss  incurred  by  the  subject  of  the  insurance 
unless  it  occurred  within  the  limits  of  the  time  specified  in  the  pol- 
icy; and,  on  the  other  hand,  they  are  so  far  similar  to  voyage 
policies  that  the  ship  must  Jiave  originally  sailed  on  the  voyage  pre- 
scribed in  the  policy,  and  the  underwriter  will  not  be  liable  for  any 
loss,  though  incurred  within  the  limits  of  the  time;  unless  the  ship 
at  the  time  of  the  occurrence  be  sailing  on  the  prescribed  course 
between  the  termini  of  the  voyage.^' 

"  Strictly  speaking,  a  *  deviation '  originally  meant  only  a  depart- 
ure from  the  course  of  the  voyage,  but  now  it  is  always  under- 
stood in  the  sense  of  a  material  departure  from  or  change  in  the 
risk  insured  against,  without  just  cause."    2  Pars,  on  Mar.  Ins.  1. 

On  page  5  the  same  author  says:  "  Nor  are  they  discharged  if 
the  change  of  risk  is  merely  temporary y  and,  when  it  ceases,  all 
subsequent  risks  are  precisely  and  certainly  the  same  as  they  would 
have  been  had  no  deviation  taken  place.  In  this  case  the  effect  of 
the  deviation  is  only  to  suspend  the  responsibility  of  the  insurers, 
and  discharge  them  from  any  liability  for  a  loss  which  occurs  dur- 
ing the  existence  of  the  deviation.  But  it  is  obvious  that  there  are 
very  few  changes  of  risks  that  can  be  said  to  leave  all  the  subse- 
quent perils  in  precisely  the  same  condition  as  if  there  had  been 
no  change;  and  this  exception,  therefore,  is  seldom  applicable." 

And  in  note  2,  to  the  above,  he  says :  *•  Mr.  Justice  Sedge  wick, 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  courts  in  Coffin  v.  Newburyporl 
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Mar,  Ins.  Co,^  9  Mass.  436,  449,  said:  *It  is  undoubtedly  true  that 
the  shortness  of  the  time,  or  the  distance  of  a  deviation,  makes 
no  difference  as  to  its  effect  on  the  contract  Whether  for  one  hour 
or  one  month,  or  for  one  mile  or  one  hundred  miles,  the  conse- 
quence is  the  same.  If  it  be  voluntary  and  without  necessity  it 
puts  an  end  to  the  contract.'  It  would  seent^  however,  that  there  may 
be  a  temporary  deviation,  which  would  exonerate  the  underwriters  for 
loss  during  such  deviation,  but  not  for  a  subsequent  loss.  Thus,  if  a 
steamboat  which  makes  regular  trips  between  two  ports  is  insured 
for  one  year,  and  if,  after  the  trip  for  the  day  is  ended,  she  should 
tow  a  vessel  or  do  any  other  similar  act,  the  underwriters  might  be 
liable  if  she  were  subsequently  lost  on  a  regular  trip  or  while  lying 
in  port,  although  not  if  she  were  lost  while  engaged  in  towing." 

In  a  voyage  policy  the  time  of  starting  and  the  course  of  the 
voyage,  with  its  termi7ii,  are  important  with  reference  to  winds, 
storms,  etc. 

In  a  time  policy,  as  there  is  no  voyage  named  and  no  time  speci- 
fied, these  considerations  are  of  little  importance. 

The  case  of  Oreenleaf  v.  St.  Louis  his.  Co.,  37  Mo.  30,  presents 
the  whole  question  upon  the  right  ground.  In  the  policy  sued 
upon  in  that  case,  insuring  the  steamer,  after  the  language  found 
in  this  policy,  was  the  following:  '*  The  Missouri,  Arkansas, White 
Red  and  Yazoo  rivers  excepted." 

The  court  say:  "  The  language  here  does  not  amount  to  a  pro- 
hibition or  a  condition,  or  a  warranty.  The  words  without  the 
exception  would  embrace  all  the  tributaries  of  the  above-mentioned 
rivers.  The  exception  has  the  effect  of  restraining  or  suspending 
the  liability  of  the  underwriters  in  a  certain  event.  If  the  inten- 
tion had  been  that  the  policy  should  be  defeated  by  making  voy- 
ages oh  any  of  the  excepted  rivers,  that  intention  would  have  been 
expressed.  But  if  there  is  any  doubt  of  it,  that  exception  being 
made  by  the  parties  for  their  own  benefit  to  relieve  themselves 
from  a  risk  which  they  otherwise  would  have  incurred,  the  doubt 
is  to  be  resolved  against  them.  The  policy  did  not  amount  to  a 
prohibition  or  warranty  against  navigating  the  excepted  rivers,  on 
the  part  of  the  assured,  but  to  a  suspension  of  the  risk  during  the 
period  the  boat  was  so  employed." 

This  is  not  like  the  case  of  Con.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Stevms,  which 
contained  a  warranty  that  the  vessel  should  not  use  certain  ports, 
and  these  were  a  breach.    2  Pars.,  note  3,  p.  5. 
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In  Pahmr  v.  The  Warren  Ins.  Co.,  1  Story,  364,  Judge  Story 
aays:  "Exceptions,  therefore,  in  a  policy,  if  they  admit  of  any 
other  reasonable  interpretation,  ought  not  to  be  construed  as  cut- 
ting down  the  policy  to  a  particular  voyage,  excluding  all  others, 
but  to  be  deemed  exceptions  of  time  and  risks  in  particular  ports 
or  parts  of  voyages."  * 

"  If  a  policy  of  insurance  were  underwritten  for  a  year  on  a  ship, 
excluding  the  month  of  October,  we  should  say  that  it  was  but  an 
exception  of  that  month.  If  a  policy  was  on  all  the  cargo  on  board 
a  ship,  excluding  the  fruit  on  board,  we  should  deem  it  a  mere 
exception  of  the  fruit  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  words  were, 
excepting  the  fruit  on  board,  we  should  as  readily  say  that  the 
fruit  was  excluded  from  the  risks  stated  by  the  policy.  But  in 
neither  case  should  we  say  that  fniit  was  prohibited  from 
Heing  taken  onboard  in  the  voyage.  It  does  not  appear  tome,  there- 
fore, that  any  difficulty  in  the  interpretation  of  the  clause  arises 
from  any  grammatical  inaccuracy  in  the  use  of  language.  It  will 
make  no  difference  in  my  judgment,  in  the  present  case,  whether 
the  word  'excluding,'  in  this  policy,  is  interpreted  in  its  more  com- 
mon sense  of  shutting  out,  or  in  the  sense  of  *  excepting,^  although 
I  have  no  doubt  that  the  latter  is  the  true  and  appropriate  sense  in 
the  clause  of  the  policy  under  consideration." 

In  determining  the  character  of  the  words  *'  with  permission,'* 
etc.,  the/orwi  of  the  expression,  and  the  comiection  in  which  it  is 
found  in  relation  to  other  parts  of  the  instrument  (98  Mass.  391) 
are  suggestive  on  the  question  of  intention. 

They  are  the  words  of  the  insurer,  in  form  permissive,  and  not 
prohibitory,  and  in  connection  with  the  stipulations  which  define 
the  obligations  of  the  underwriter. 

They  do  not  purport  to  be  the  covenants  of  the  assured,  and  are 
not  in  that  part  of  the  policy  containing  his  obligations. 

When,  as  in  this  case,  it  is  evident  the  underwriters  have  taken 
much  pains  to  insert  so  many  stipulations  in  the  form  of  covenants, 
or  obligations  by  the  assured,  and  provide  that  the  policy  shall  be 
avoided  for  a  non -performance  of  some  of  them,  the  presumption 
arises,  especially  when  taken  in  connection  with  the  general  provis- 
ion in  the  beginning  of  the  policy,  that  it  is  to  continue  one  year, 
"  unless  sooner  terminated  or  made  void  by  conditions  hereinafter 
expressed;"  that  if  it  had  been  the  intention  of  the  parties  to 
avoid  the  polipy  for  such  a  temporary  departure,  that  intention 
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would  have  been  expressed.  We  do  not  feel  authorized  by  the  cur- 
rent of  modern  authority  to  create  by  an  enlarged  construction 
implied  warranties  in  policies  of  this  nature,  calculated  to  defeat 
the  terms  of  the  instrument,  but  rather  incline,  in  cases  of  doubt, 
to  that  construction  which  is  most  conducive  to  the  interests  of 
commerce  and  the  intention  of  the  parties  as  disclosed  by  a  fair 
interpretation  of  the  contract 
Scott,  J.,  dissented. 

Judgment  reversed  and  cause  remanded. 


Bawson  v.  Taylor. 

(80  Ohio  St.  880.) 
PaHnerMp  —  r%ghU  of  creditors  <u  to  partner  assuming  partnership  liabilUies, 

A  retiring  partner  remains  liable  for  all  the  existing  debts  of  the  firm,  to  the 
same  extent  as  if  he  had  not  retired .  An  agreement  between  him  and  the 
remaining  partners,  or  with  the  new  firm  that  succeeds,  that  they  will  as- 
sume and  pay  all  such  debts,  while  valid  as  between  the  partners,  has  no 
effect  upon  the  creditors  of  the  old  firm,  unless  they  become  parties  thereto. 

R.  held  the  promissory  note  of  the  firm  of  T.  G.  &  Co.  After  it  was  given, 
some  members  of  the  firm  retired,  leaving  assets  sufficient  to  pay  all  debts, 
and  taking  the  obligation  of  the  succeeding  new  firm,  to  pay  all  debts  and 
save  the  retiring  partners  harmless.  Held,  that  unless  R.  by  some  valid 
contract,  express  or  implied,  had  made  himself  a  party  to  this  new  arrange- 
ment, or  had  so  acted  as  to  be  estopped,  his  rights  on  the  note  against  all 
the  members  of  the  old  firm  remained  unchanged  ;  that  while,  as  between  the 
partners  themselves,  the  relation  of  principal  and  surety  existed,  yet,  as  to 
the  payee  of  the  note,  all  were  principals  and  joint  debtors,  although  notice 
of  such  obligation  was  brought  home  to  him. 

Where  the  payee  of  such  note  has  received  from  the  new  firm  a  chattel  mort- 
gage of  the  partnership  property  sufficient,  if  applied,  to  satisfy  the  debt, 
he  may,  with  the  assent  of  the  retiring  partners,  release  the  mortgage,  and 
return  the  property  or  its  avails  to  the  new  firm,  without  impairing  his 
rights  against  all  the  joint  obligors  on  the  note,  even  though  he  had  notice 
of  the  subsequent  contract  between  the  partners. 

A  OTION  on  a  note.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 
/.  P.  Bishop,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
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McKinney  £  Caskey  and  R.  P.  Ramey,  for  defendants  in  error. 
One  of  several  makers  of  a  joint  note  who,  for  a  valuable  consider- 
ation, assumes  and  agrees  to  pay  the  note,  becomes  principal,  and 
the  other  makers  are  simply  his  sureties.  Craft  v.  Motts,  4  Corast. 
(N.  Y.)  604.  And  this  rule  is  recognized  as  applying  to  partners,  in 
Butler  V.  Birkey,  13  Ohio  St.  523.  Wilson  v.  Lloyd,  6  Eng.  Rep.  642, 
Moak's  Notes ;   Waddington  v.  Vredenburgh,  2  Johns.  Gas.  227. 

The  relation  of  principal  and  surety,  by  reason  of  the  relatiori  of 
the  debtors  to  each  other,  or  by  contract,  binds  the  creditor  whenever 
the  existence  of  that  relation  is  brought  home  to  his  knowledge. 
Story  on  Part,  §  158  ;  Pars,  on  Xotesand  Bills,  vol.  l,pp.  234,  235, 
notes  ;  vol.  3  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.,  573,  675.  This  doctrine  is  recog- 
nized in  Elwood  v.  Deifendorf,  5  Barb.  398  ;  Oriental  Fire  Corp. 
V.  Overendy  1  Eng.  Rep.,  Moak's  Notes,  478. 

This  relation  existing,  and  being  brought  home  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  creditor,  the  releasing  of  securities  or  retracting  steps 
taken  for  security  of  debt,  or  doing  any  thing  to  the  injury  of 
surety,  releases  him.  2  Am.  Lead.  Cas  343-5,  355  and  424 ;  vol. 
3  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.  552,  556  ;  1  Story's  Eq.Jur.,  §  325;  Baker  v. 
Briggs,  8  Pick.  122  ;  Lato  v.  East  hidia  Co.,  4  Ves.  Jr.  829  ;  Ide 
V.  Churchill,  14  Ohio  St.  386  ;  Oakley  v.  Pasheller,  4:  CI  &  F.  207; 
Wilson  V.  Lloyd,  6  Eng.  Rep.,  Moak's  Notes,  642. 

Johnson,  J.  The  note  sued  on  was  the  joint  liability  of  all  the 
partners  in  the  firm  of  Taylor,  Griswold  &  Co.  Taylor  and  Finger 
as  well  as  Griswold  were  principal  debtors.  When  the  note  was 
executed  and  delivered  to  Mrs.  Rawson,  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, the  liability  thereon  of  each  partner  became  fixed.  Their 
relations  to  that  contract,  and  their  liabilities  Jhereon,  could  by 
no  act  between  themselves  be  changed.  After  this  note  was  given, 
two  of  the  partners,  Taylor  and  Finger,  retired  from  the  firm,  and 
a  new  one  was  formed  including  Griswold,  their  former  partner, 
which  obligated  itself  to  the  retiring  partners  to  pay  all  debts  and 
save  them  harmless.  Of  this  arrangement,  it  is  claimed  that  Mrs. 
Rawson  had  notice.  The  evidence  tends  to  show  constrttefive  notice 
to  her  of  the  formation  of  the  new  partnership  to  succeed  Taylor, 
Griswold  &  Co.,  and  subsequent  dealings  by  her  with  the  new  firm. 
Whether  she  ever  in  fact  knew  of  this  arrangement,  by  which  the 
new  firm  was  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  old,  does  not  appear,  but, 
conceding  that  she  did,  the  question  presented  by  the  charge  of  the 
court  is,  as  to  the  effect  of  such  knowledge  on  her  rights  on  the  note. 
Vol.  XXVTI-69 
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The  charge  was:  **If  she  did  have  notice,  then  she  was,  after 
that  knowledge,  bound  to  treat  them  as  sureties,  and  they  were 
entitled  to  all  the  protection  that  sureties  would  be  entitled  to,  as 
if  the  iiaines  of  Taylor  and  Finger  had  been  attached  as  sureties 
tohen  the  ^wte  was  executed^ 

It  is  not  claimed  that  Mrs.  Rawson  assented  to  this  new  arrange- 
ment, or  by  any  valid  contract,  express  or  implied,  agreed  to  modify 
■or  change  the  relations  of  these  joint  obligors  to  lier  upon  the  note 
but  simply  as  between  themselves,  by  the  new  arrangement,  Taylor 
tind  Finger  became  sureties  of  their  copartner  Griswold,of  which 
fact  Mrs.  Rawsou  had  notice.  It  is  admitted  that  so  long  as  she 
was  not  informed  of  this  arrangement  her  rights  and  duties  re- 
mained as  fixed  when  the  note  was  given,  but  it  is  claimed  that 
when  such  notice  was  given,  then  Taylor  and  Finger  were  entitled 
to  the  same  rights  and  protection  as  if  they  had  been  original  sure- 
ties. 

In  substance,  the  charge  of  the  court  lays  down  the  law  to  be 
that  the  liability  of  principals  on  an  obligation  may  be  converted 
into  a  liability  of  suretyship  by  the  acts  of  the  obligors  without  the 
assent  of  the  obligee,  by  giving  notice  of  such  new  arrangement. 

In  Thxirston  dt  Hays  v.  Ludwig,  6  Ohio  St.  1,  it  was  held  that  in 
order  to  change  or  vary  the  terms  of  a  written  contract,  there  must 
be  a  new  contract  to  that  effect  between  the  parties,  based  on  some 
new  consideration,  of  such  new  contmct  must  have  been  so  far 
executed  or  acted  upon  that  a  refusal  to  carry  it  out  would  operate 
as  a  fraud. 

Such  is  the  general  rule  governing  all  contracts.  In  its  applica- 
tion to  cases  like  the  one  at  bar.  Story  says  :''  It  frequently  happens 
that  upon  the  retirement  of  one  partner,  the  remaining  partnera 
undertake  to  pay  the  debts  and  to  secui^e  the  credits  of  the  firm. 
This  is  a  mere  matter  of  private  arrangement  and  agreement  be- 
tween the  i)artners,  and  can  in  no  respect  be  admitted  to  vary  the 
rights  of  existing  creditors  of  thefirm^  Story  on  Partnership,  §  154. 

If  tlie  creditor  assents  to  such  arrangement  after  it  becomes 
known  to  him,  **and  by  his  subsequent  act  or  conduct,  or  binding 
contract,  he  agrees  to  consider  the  remaining  partners  as  his  exclu- 
sive debtors,  he  may  lose  all  right  and  claim  against  the  retiring 
partner." 

The  precise  question  at  oar  was  considered  at  great  length  ill 
Maingay  v.  Lewis,  Irish  R.  Com.  Law,  495  (1869). 
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To  an  action  on  money  connts,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the 
cause  of  action  accrued  against  him  and  one  W.  and  one  S.  as  part- 
ners; that  afterward  the  firm  was  dissolved  by  a  memorandum,  of 
which  plaintiff  had  due  notice,  by  which  W.  agreed  to  pay  all  debts 
of  the  firm  and  indemnify  his  copartners  from  all  claims,  by  which 
he  became  a  surety  only,  of  which  plaintiff  had  notice,  and  after 
such  notice  took  a  bill  of  exchange  at  three  mouths  from  W.  alone  for 
the  amount,  and  thereby  gave  time  to  W.,  whereby  defendant  was 
discharged  from  liability.  It  was  held  that  this  plea  was  bad,  and 
did  not  constitute  a  defense  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  Whiteside, 
C.  J.,  saying:  ''  It  is  clear  that  no  arrangement  among  joint 
debtors  could  prejudice  the  rights  of  their  creditors."  Again: 
^'Another  averment  is  that  the  plaintiffs  'had  notice  of  this 
arrangement.'  Well,  I  do  not  see  how  the  men  giving  notice  to 
the  plaintiff  of  an  arrangement  by  which  they  cannot  be  affected 
is  to  prejudice  their  rights." 

In  that  opinion  the  distinction  is  clearly  drawn  between  a  case 
where  the  relation  of  principal  and  surety  existed  inter  se  at  the 
time  the  obligation  was  entered  into,  of  which  the  creditor  had 
knowledge,  and  a  case  of  joint  principals  inter  se  at  the  date  of  the 
obligation,  and  a  stibsequent  agreement  between  the  joint  debtors, 
by  which,  as  between  themselves,  one  becomes  a  surety  of  the  other, 
of  which  subsequent  arrangement  the  creditor  had  knowledge. 

It  is  of  the  first  importance  to  keep  in  mind  the  distinction,  as 
it  furnishes  the  key  to  harmonize  many  apparently  conflicting 
decisions.  In  the  former  class  of  cases,  the  relation  of  suretyship 
exists  at  the  very  inception  of  the  contract.  The  obligee  having 
knowledge  of  that  relation  before  he  accepts  the  contract,  takes  it 
subjeqt  to  all  the  rights  and  equities  of  such  sureties  inter  se  not 
inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

On  the  other  hand,  where  the  obligors  are  in  fact  joint  debtors, 
he  accepts  them  as  such,  and  no  subsequent  arrangement  between 
the  joint  debtors  alone  can  change  that  relation.  Bedford  v. 
Deakin,  2  B.  &  Aid.  210 ;  Evans  v.  Drummond,  4  Esp.  89;  Pooley 
V.  Harradine,  7  E.  &  B.  431  ;  Butler  et  al.  v.  BirJcey,  13  Ohio  St 
523;  Pars,  on  Part.  421-425,  ch.  13 ;  Manley  v.  Boycot,  2  EL  &  B. 
46;  75  E.  C.  L.  45. 

We  may  concede  that  such  an  agreement  between  remaining  and 
retiring  partners,  with  notice  to  a  partnership  creditor,  would  im- 
pose upon  him  the  duty  of  acting  in  good  faith  and  with  reasona- 
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ble  diligence  in  the  management  of  securities  placed  in  his  hands 
for  the  payment  of  his  claim,  in  the  preservation  of  liens,  and  in 
tlie  application  of  payments  made. 

A  failure  by  the  creditor,  after  such  notice,  to  perform  these 
duties,  resulting  in  damages  to  the  retiring  partner,  might  well  be 
regarded  in  a  court  of  equity  jis  cause  to  release  liim. 

In  such  case  the  terms  of  the  conti'act  have  not  been  changed, 
but  the  fact  that  new  relations  had  arisen  between  the  partners,  by 
which  one  assumes,  as  between  them,  the  burdens  of  all,  might 
well  call  upon  the  creditor  to  act  in  such  way  as  not  to  injure  the 
retiring  partners.  lieesv.  Berrington,  Eq.  Lead.  Cases,  pt.  If,  p.  1902. 

In  such  cases  it  has  been  held  that  if  the  creditor  should  give 
up  securities  in  his  hands,  and  tjike  those  of  the  new  firm,  or  give 
long  credit  for  additional  interest  or  new  security,  or  release  a  levy 
made,  without  the  consent  of  the  retiring  partner,  then  in  all  such 
cases  the  retiring  partner  will  be  discharged.  Story  on  Part.,  § 
158  et  seq.;  Pars,  on  Part.  421  et  seq.j  Collyer  on  Part.  554-570; 
IIar7*is  V.  Lindsay,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  271 ;  Bedford  v.  Deahin,  2  Barn. 
&  Aid.  210. 

An  examination  of  the  cases  in  support  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
text-books  fails  to  support  the  charge  of  tlie  court  below.  Upon 
both  reason  and  authority,  therefore,  we  conclude  that  as  Mrs.  Raw- 
son  was  not  a  party  to  this  new  contract  between  the  partners,  by 
which  the  new  firm  assumed  the  debts  of  the  old,  and  had  never 
assented  thereto,  or  agreed  to  be  bound  thereby,  her  rights  on  the 
promissory  note,  to  regard  all  as  principals,  have  not  been  altered 
or  impaired. 

These  principles  are  aptly  illustrated  by  the  case  before  us. 

By  the  sevei-al  mortgages  the  claim  of  Mrs.  Rawson  was  amply 
provided  for.  Dudley,  as  the  agent  of  the  mortgagees,  had  gold  suf- 
ficient property  to  pay  them  in  full,  and  held  the  money,  the  pro- 
ceeds of  such  property,  applicable  to  such  payment  So  much  of 
this  money  as  equalled  the  claim  of  Mrs.  Rawson  belonged  to  her. 
Had  she,  without  the  consent  of  these  retiring  partners,  and  with 
full  knowledge  ot  her  rights,  surrendered  it  back  to  E.  R.  G.  &  Co., 
after  notice  that  they  were  the  principal  debtors,  and  thus  have 
thrown  the  burden  on  these  defendants,  equity  might  well  treat 
them  as  discharged. 

In  this  case,  it  is  not  clear  that  Mrs.  Rawson  had  full  knowledge 
of  all  the  facts,  and  it  is  clear  that  Taylor  and  Finger  consented 
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to  the  8un*ender  of  the  money  then  in  Dudley's  hands.  Had  it 
been  distributed,  the  debt  would  have  been  satisfied.  The  reason 
why  it  was  not  so  applied  by  Dudley  is  disclosed  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions, 

E.  R.  Griswold  &  Co.  had  succeeded  in  compromising  with  their 
general  creditors,  and  had  obtained  their  consent  to  a  return  to 
the  firm  of  the  unsold  goods  then  in  the  hands  of  Wyman,  the 
assignee. 

They  also  desire  to  get  possession  of  the  money  in  the  hands  of 
Dudley,  To  do  this,  they  must  have  the  assent  of  all  the  mort- 
gagees who  were  entitled  to  receive  their  proportions  of  that  fund. 
Taylor  and  finger  were  among  the  mortgagees  whose  assent  was 
necessary. 

To  secui*e  such  assent,  a  paper  was  drawn  up  and  signed  by  all 
the  parties  interested  in  the  funds.  Taylor  and  Finger  assented. 
They  are  first  to  sign  this  paper,  thereby  recommending  the  others 
to  do  the  same.  Mrs.  Rawson,  seeing  their  names  to  it,  was 
influenced  to  sign  among  the  last.  Taylor  and  Finger  took  good 
care,  however,  to  insist  on  a  private  arrangement,  in  fraud  of  the 
rights  of  the  other  creditors,  by  which  they  received  their  share  of 
these  moneys,  unknown  to  Mrs.  Rawson. 

We  think  the  court  erred  in  saying  that  their  signatures  to  this 
paper  operated  only  as  to  their  individual  interest  in  the  fund. 

The  avowed  object  of  this  paper  was  "  to  promote  a  settlement  of 
the  affairs  and  business  of  the  firm  of  E.  R  Griswold  &  Co." 

All  had  to  sign  to  make  the  scheme  operative.  The  object  was 
to  re-instate  the  embarrassed  firm  in  business.  It  may  be  that  if 
part  only  had  signed,  the  trustee  might  have  paid  the  others  their 
share,  and  returned  back  to  E.  R.  G.  &  Co.  the  shares  of  the 
assenting  parties,  yet  it  is  quite  evident  that  the  paper,  which  all 
in  fact  signed,  was  an  express  assent  of  each;  that  Dudley  was 
authorized  to  return  to  the  firm,  not  only  his  own  share  of  the 
money,  but  also  the  shares  of  the  other  mortgagees.  In  short,  Tay- 
lor and  Finger  assented  to  this  arrangement  as  an  entirety.  They 
consented  that  Dudley  should,  instead  of  paying  the  debt  to  Mrs. 
Rawson,  return  the  money  to  E.  R.  Griswold  &  Co.,  to  enable  them 
to  resume  business. 

Taylor  and  Finger,  by  signing  this  paper,  consented,  not  only 
that  their  share  of  the  money  should  be  returned  to  E.  R  G.  &  Co., 
but  also  consented  that  Mrs.  Rawson  should  do  the  same.     They 


Digitized  by 


Google 


470  omo. 

Cozzeus  V.  Farnan. 


said  to  her:  We  aro  willing,  in  order  to  promote  a  settlement  by 
our  principals,  and  enable  them  to  start  again  in  business,  that  you 
shall  hold  our  note  unpaid,  and  return  to  them  the  money  in  Dud- 
ley's hands  applicable  to  its  payment.  In  Woodcock  v.  Oxford  and 
Worcester  Railioay  Co.,  1  Drew.  3**1,  D.  and  S.  were  sureties  of  A., 
B.  and  C.  A.  and  B.  retired,  and  F.  was  substituted.  Subsequently 
disputes  arose  between  the  new  firm  of  C.  &  F.  and  the  company 
with  which  the  old  firm  had  contracted,  on  which  contract  D.  &  S. 
were  the  sureties. 

The  sureties  were  not  parties  to  the  transactions  growing  out  of 
these  disputes,  but  acted  as  the  solicitors  of  the  new  firm,  and  pre- 
pared many  of  the  documents  by  which  the  original  contract  was 
varied.  It  was  held  that  the  sureties  were  not  discharged  by  reason 
of  these  changes,  because,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  they 
assisted  as  solicitors  in  carrying  into  eflPect  the  arrangements  of 
which  they  complain.  These  defendants  having  signed  this  paper, 
thereby  consented  and  recommended  that  all  the  other  mortgagees 
do  the  same.     This  consent  bars  their  present  defense. 

III.  It  is  also  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  the  receipt  of  inter- 
est on  the  15th  of  November,  1867,  to  the  17th  of  the  same  month 
was  such  a  giving  of  time  as  discharged  the  defendants. 

The  authorities  cited  and  the  conclusions  reached  on  the  first 
point  disposes  of  this. 

As  these  defendants  were  still  jointly  liable  on  the  note  as  part- 
ners, the  mere  payment  of  the  interest  by  one  jointly  liable  with 
them,  for  a  time  in  advance,  would  not  discharge  them,  even  if  we 
concede  that  such  payment,  by  operation  of  law,  extended  the  tima 
on  the  note. 

Judgment  of  Common  Pleas  reversed  and  cause  remanded. 


CozzENS  V.  Farnan. 

(80  Ohio  St.  481.) 

Statute  of  UmUaiions  —  disability  —  overture  tucceeding infancif . 

A  statate  provided  that  if  any  person  entitled  to  maintaiD  ejectment  be  at  the 
time  his  title  accrued  within  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  feme  covert,  he 
or  she  may  bring  the  action  within  ten  years  after  such  disahility  is  removed. 
Held,  to  extend  only  to  disabilities  existing  at  the  time  when  the  right  or 
)  of  action  first  accrues. 
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Therefore,  where  a  plaintiff  is  under  the  disability  of  infancy  only,  when  her 
right  of  action  first  accrues,  and  afterward  marries  before  she  becomes  of 
fall  age,  her  coverture  is  not  available  as  a  disability  within  the  statute. 
Her  action  can  be  commenced  only  within  ten  years  after  she  becomefl  of 
full  tige.* 

"n  JECTMENT.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

R.  P.  Spcddmg  and  A.  M.  JacksoUy  for  plaintiff  in  error,  cited 
Co.  Lit,  of  Descents,  L.  3,  c.  6,  §  403;  Sheph.  Touch,  31;  Godbolb 
365;  Hearle  v.  Greeiibank,  1  Ves.  Cas.  305;  Strithorsts.  Graeme,  C. 
B.,  3  Wils.  145;  Dillon  v.  Leman,  2  H.  Black.  584;  Rhodes  v.  Smelh- 
ursty  4  Mees.  &  W  42 ;  Murray  v.  The  East  India  Company^  5 
Barn.  &  Aid.  204;  Chandler  v.  Vilett,  2  Saund.  120;  Hobart  v- 
Conn,  Thirnpike  Cb.,  15  Conn.  145;  Oallup,  Adm'r,  v.  Gallup,  11 
Mete.  445;  Wood  v.  Lessee  of  Ferguson  et  a/.,  7  Ohio  St.  288;  Clark 
V.  Vaughiy  3  Conn.  191,  193;  CoUerell  v.  Button,  4  Taunt  826;  2 
Preston's  Abs.  Tit,  §  339;  Blanchard  on  Stat  Lim.  18,  19;  Bur- 
rows V.  Ellison^  6  L.  R.  1870-1 ;  Wilson  v.  Kdcamion,  2  Hayw. 
182 ;  Davis  v.  Cook,  3  Hawkes,  608 ;  Hanger  v.  Abbott,  6  Wall. 
532;  Ford  v.  Langel,  4  Ohio  St  464. 

5.  Burke,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Scott,  J.  To  the  action  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  the  defendant  below,  who  is  also  defendant  in  error,  answered 
setting  up,  among  other  things,  the  statute  of  limitations  as  a 
bar  to  the  action.  In  regard  to  the  limitation  of  twenty-one  years, 
pleaded  by  defendant,  the  act  governing  the  case  was  that  of  Feb- 
ruary 18, 1831.     Chase's  Stat  1768. 

It  provides,  m  section  1,  among  other  things,  that  "the  action 
of  ejectment,  or  any  other  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  title  or 
possession  of  the  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments,  shall  be  com- 
menced within  twenty-one  years  after  the  cause  of  action  shall 
have  accrued,  and  not  after."  Provided  (in  section  2),  '*  That  if 
any  person  entitled  to  have  or  maintain  any  action  of  ejectment  for 
the  recovery  of  the  title  or  possession  of  any  lands,  tenements  oi 
hereditaments,  be  at  the  time  his  right  or  title  first  descended  or 
accrued,  withm  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  feme  covert,  insane  or 
imprisoned,  every  such  person  may  (after  the  expiration  of  twenty- 

*  See  Keta  ▼.  Healey  (S4  m.  104),  S6  Am.  Rep.  434, 486. 
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one  years  from  the  time  his  right  or  title  first  descended  or  accrued) 
bring  such  action  within  ten  years  after  such  disability  was  removedy 
and  at  no  time  thereafter." 

This  does  not  differ,  in  substance,  from  the  law  as  it  now'stands 
under  the  Code. 

From  the  pleadings  in  the  case,  and  the  findings  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  ac- 
crued in  1838,  or,  at  farthest,  in  1842.  She  was  then  a  minor,  and 
continued  to  be  such  until  1848.  In  1847,  being  only  seventeen 
years  old,  she  was  married,  and  has  ever  since  been,  and  still  is, 
under  coverture.  Iler  action  was  brought  in  August,  1865,  when 
the  twenty -one  years,  to  which  her  right  of  action  was  limited  by 
the  firat  section  of  the  act,  had  fully  expired.  If  the  ten  years 
given  by  the  second  section  of  the  act  to  persons  under  disability, 
began  to  run  when  she  became  of  full  age,  in  1848,  then  the  bar  of 
the  statute  was  complete  before  suit  brought.  But  if  the  disability 
of  coverture,  occurring  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  and  be- 
fore the  disability  of  infancy  had  been  removed,  continued  to  her 
the  protection  of  the  second  section,  so  that  the  ten  years  given  by 
it  do  not  begin  to  run  during  her  coverture,  then  she  might  well 
bring  her  action,  for  she  is  still  under  coverture. 

The  question  thus  presented  depends  on  the  construction  to  be 
given  to  the  second  section  of  the  act,  and  if  determined  adversely 
to  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff,  must,  of  course,  end  her  case.  We 
propose,  therefore,  first,  to  consider  this  question. 

And,  first,  how  stand  the  authorities  upon  this  question  ?  The 
precise  question  hei*c  made  has  not  been  passed  upon  by  the 
Supremo  Court  of  the  State,  in  any  reported  case,  so  far  as  we  are 
aware.  But  it  has  frequently  .arisen  in  this  country,  in  other 
States,  under  statutes  substantially  similar  to  our  own.  In  the 
case  of  Edgar  aiid  Wife  v.  Commouwealth,  4  Mass.  182,  this  very 
question  arose.  The  plaintiffs  there,  as  in  this  case,  contended  that 
as  the  wife  was  an  infant  when  her  right  accrued,  and  as  the  dis- 
ability of  coverture  occurred  before  the  termination  of  her  infancy, 
she  was  protected  by  the  proviso  (which  corresponded  with  the 
Becond  section  of  our  statute  of  1831)  ;  because  there  had  been  no 
moment  of  time,  since  her  right  accrued,  in  which  she  had  not 
been  under  disability.  But  the  court  (Parsons,  C.  J.,  delivered  the 
opinion)  unanimously  held,  that  "  the  disability,  to  be  sufficient  to 
bring  the  plaintiff  within  the  proviso,  must  be  one  existing  at  the 
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time  the  right  first  accrued."  The  court  said  :  **  We  have  no 
power,  by  an  equitable  construction,  to  defeat  the  operation  of  the 
enacting  clause.  *  *  *  If  we  were  once  to  admit  a  disability 
not  existing  when  the  right  accrued,  as  within  the  proviso,  it  would 
be  difScult  to  decide  how  far  we  must  go."  And  it  was  held  that 
the  court  must  adhere  to  the  express  words,  and  natural  and  clear 
import  of  the  proviso,  in  favor  of  persons  under  disability. 

In  Eaton  v.  Sanford,  2  Day's  Cases,  523,  a  contrary  construction 
was  given  to  a  similar  proviso,  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Connecti- 
cut ;  but  the  soundness  of  this  ruling  was  strongly  questioned  in 
the  subsequent  case  of  Bush  v.  Bradley^  4  Day,  298.  In  this  case, 
however,  the  court  did  not  find  it  necessary  to  pass  upon  the  ques- 
tion ;  but  in  Bunce  v.  Wolcotf,  2  Conn.  27,  the  same  court  expressly 
overruled  the  doctrine  of  Sanford  v.  Eaton,  and  it  was  held  by 
Swift,  C.  J.,  and  all  the  judges  who  sat  in  the  case,  that  the  saving 
clause  of  the  statute  applied  only  to  a  disability  existing  when  the 
cause  of  action  accrued  and  not  to  any  supervenient  disability. 

The  question  there  was,  as  here,  whether  supervenient  cover- 
ture could  be  added  to  infancy  existing  when  the  cause  of  action 
accrued. 

The  same  question  arose  in  Demaresf  v.  Wynkoop,  3  Johns.  Ch. 
129,  where  it  was  sought  to  add  the  disability  of  coverture  to  that 
of  infancy ;  but  the  able  and  learned  Chancellor  Kent  said  :  '*I 
am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  party  can  only  avail  himself  of 
the  disabilities  existing  when  the  right  of  action  first  accrued.  * 
*  ♦  Cumulative  disabilities  cannot  be  allowed."  In  that  case  it 
was  said  by  the  chancellor  :  *^  It  would  be  impolitic,  as  well  as  con- 
trary to  established  rule,  to  depart  from  the  plain  meaning  and 
literal  expression  of  the  proviso  in  the  statute  of  limitations.  We 
cannot  well  misapprehend  the  meaning  of  the  legislature.  The 
party  bringing  himself  within  the  proviso  must  be,  '  at  the  time 
such  right  or  title  first  descended  or  accrued,  within  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  feme  covert,  insane  or  imprisoned,'  and  he  must 
bring  his  action  within  ten  years  ^ after  such  disahility  removed.'" 
It  was  said,  in  the  same  case:  "General  words  in  the  statute 
must  receive  a  general  construction,  and  if  there  bo  no  express  ex- 
ception, the  court  can  create  none." 

So,  in  Btitler  and  Wife  v.  Hoiuey  13  Me.  397,  it  was  held  that  if 
several  disabilities  exist  together,  at  the  time  when  the  right  of 
action  accrues,  the  statute  of  limitation  does  not  begin  to  run  until 
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the  party  has  survived  them  all.  But,  under  the  statute,  a  party 
cannot  avail  himself  of  a  succession  of  disabilities,  but  only  of 
8uch  as  existed  when  the  right  of  action  first  accrued. 

And  so  it  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
in  Mercer  v.  Seldeuy  1  How.  37,  Justice  McLean  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court.  The  syllabus  on  this  point  is:  "Disabilities 
which  bring  a  person  within  the  exceptions  of  the  statute  cannot 
be  piled  one  upon  another;  but  a  party  claiming  the  benefit  of  the 
proviso  can  only  avail  himself  of  the  disability  existing  when  the 
right  of  action  first  accrued." 

Many  other  eases  might  be  cited  in  which  the  statute  has  received 
a  similar  oonstruction  by  the  courts  of  last  resort  in  our  sister 
States.  Among  others  are  the  cases  of  Dugan  v.  (HtiingSy  3  Gill 
(Md.),  138;  Doe,  ex  dem.  Caldwell,  v.  Thorp,  8  Ala.  253;  White  v. 
Latimer,  12  Tex.  61;  Clark  v.  Jones,  16  B.  Monr.  121;  Aahbrook  v. 
Quarles'  Heirs,  15  id.  20;  Clay's  Heirs  v.  Miller,  3  Monr.  148;  WelU 
horn  v.  Weaver,  17  Ga.  267;  Keeton's  Heirs  v.  Keeton's  Admr.,  20 
Mo.  530;  TIiompso:i  v.  Smith,  7  Serg.  &  R.  209. 

In  the  ease  last  cited  the  question  was  considered  by  Tiluh- 
MAN,  C.  J.,  with  reference  both  to  the  policy  of  the  statute  aiid  the 
words  of  the  proviso,  or  exception;  which  it  was  held  could  not  be 
extended  on  grounds  of  equity. 

In  this  State  it  was  held,  in  Lessee  of  Wlutiiey  wWebb  et  al,,  10 
Ohio,  513,  that  successive  disabilities  in  different  persons,  as 
ancestor  and  heir,  could  not  be  connected,  and  that  the  heir, 
whether  under  disability  or  not,  must  bring  his  action  within  the 
time  allowed  by  the  proviso,  after  the  death  of  the  ancestor.  Antl 
such,  no  doubt,  is  the  settled  construction  of  the  statute.  In 
Carey\^  Adnir.  v.  Robinson's  Admr.,  13  Ohio,  181,  Lane,  C.  J.,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  took  occasion  to  say  (page  197), 
that  a  proper  construction  of  the  statute  **  does  not  permit  one 
disability  to  be  connected  with  another,  of  either  the  same  or  a 
different  kind,  but  it  secures  the  right  of  pursuing  a  cause  of  action 
after  the  first  privilege  has  expired,  or  the  first  disability  has  been 
exhausted.''  « The  question  in  that  case  was  different  from  the  one 
we  arc  considering  here,  still  this  expression  is  indicative  of  the 
opinion  of  that  jurist  on  the  point  before  us. 

It  is  quite  true  that  a  different  construction  of  the  English 
statutes  of  limitation  had  obtained  in  that  country,  and  is  main- 
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tained  by  reputable  Englisli  text-books.  2  Preston  on  Abst.  of 
Title,  §  339;  Sugden  on  Vendors. 

There  is  a  difference  between  the  phi-aseology  of  the  American 
statutes  of  limitation  in  general  and  the  statute  of  21  Jac.  1,  and 
this  difference  is  more  marked  in  the  case  of  the  statute  of  fines,  of 
4  Hen.  7.  Whether  there  is  such  a  difference  in  the  phraseology  as 
would  justify  the  apparent  difference  of  the  construction  in  the 
two  countries  it  is  not  worth  while  to  inquire;  for  we  think  the 
construction  almost  universally  given  by  the  courts  of  this  country 
best  comports  with  the  policy  of  the  statute.,  which  is  that  of 
repose,  and  with  the  legislative  intent,  as  manifested  by  the  plain 
and  clear  terms  of  the  proviso,  or  second  section  of  the  act. 

The  first  section  of  the  act  expi*cssly  limits  the  time  within 
which  an  action  may  be  brought  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession 
of  lands  to  twenty-one  years  after  the  accruing  of  the  cause  of 
action.  This  provision,  standing  alone,  would,  as  against  all  i)er- 
sons,  bar  the  right  of  action  after  twenty-one  years. 

But  from  this  universality  of  application  the  second  section 
makes  an  exception,  in  favor  only  of  persons  who,  at  the  time  their 
cause  or  right  of  action  Jirst  accrued,  were  under  some  one  or  more 
of  the  four  disabilities,  to  wit,  infancy,  coverture,  insanity,  and 
imprisonment.  It  is  very  clear  that  no  such  disability  will  bring 
any  person  within  the  operation  of  this  section,  unless  it  exist  at 
the  time  when  the  cause  of  action  ^7*«/  accrues.  If  a  party  is  then 
free  from  disability,  the  time  given  by  tlie  first  section  begins  to 
run,  and  its  flow  will  not  be  interrupted  by  a  disability  arising 
subsequently.  The  case  will  be  governed  solely  by  the  first  sec- 
tion. 

But  if  any  of  the  specified  disabilities  exist  when  the  cause  of 
action  first  accrues,  then  this  second  section  allows  the  person  so 
under  disability  "  to  bring  such  action  within  ten  years  after  such 
disability  is  removed,"  though  the  twenty-one  years  given  by  the 
first  section  shall  have  previously  expired.  And  the  question  is,  to 
what  does  the  word  '^such'^  refer,  in  the  expression  **  after  such 
disability  is  removed  ?  "  It  was  evidently  intended  to  refer  to  some 
disability  previously  mentioned.  But  no  disabilities  are  spoken  of 
m  the  former  part  of  the  section  except  tliosc  which  existed  when 
the  right  of  action  first  accrued.  The  fair  and  natural  construction 
therefore  is,  that  the  action  must  be  commenced  within  ten  years 
after  the  removal  of  the  disability  or  disabilities  which,  by  their 
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existence  at  the  time  when  the  right  of  action  first  accrued,  brouglit 
the  case  within  the  ojK?ration  of  this  section. 

What  persons,  or  cases,  a  wise  public  policy  should  except  from 
the  operation  of  the  general  bar  of  the  statute,  and  what  should 
be  the  duration  of  such  exceptions,  are  questions  for  legislative, 
not  judicial  consideration.  We  can  enforce  no  exceptions  unwar- 
ranted by  the  plain  words  of  the  statute. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  section  we  have  been  considering  can  have 
proper  application  only  where  an  action  is  brought  after  the  expira- 
tion of  twenty-one  yeara  from  the  time  the  right  of  action  accrued. 
And  in  such  a  case,  so  far  as  this  statute  is  concerned,  the  only 
question  is:  Was  the  plaintiff,  or  one  under  whom  he  claims,  at  the 
time  the  right  of  action  first  accrued,  under  any  statutory  disa- 
bility, which  continued,  without  interruption,  till  within  ten  years 
of  the  time  when  his  action  was  commenced  ?  In  the  pixjsent  case 
this  question  must,  confessedly,  be  answered  m  the  negative.  At 
the  time  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  first  accrued  she  was  under 
the  disability  of  infancy  only.  She  became  of  full  age  in  1848,  and 
did  not  commence  her  action  till  1865,  when  the  bar  of  the  statute 
was  complete. 

As  this  is  fatal  to  the  plaintiff's  case,  we  do  not  find  it  necessary 
to  consider  the  other  defenses  interposed  by  answer  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas. 

It  may  be  proper,  however,  to  say  that  we  think  the  facts  stated 
in  the  answer,  and  found  by  the  court  to  be  true,  were  sufficient  to 
divest  the  plaintiff  of  all  equitable  interest,  at  least,  in  the  premises, 
and  of  the  right  of  possession.  ITie  facts  m  the  case  are  briefly 
these:  In  1838  the  premises  in  question  were  regularly  sold  by  the 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  plaintiff's  father,  who  had  previously 
died  intestate.  The  sale  had  been  previously  ordered  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction,  in  a  statutory  proceeding  for  that  purpose, 
to  which  the  plaintiff  and  all  other  necessary  parties  were  duly 
made  defendants.  The  property,  embracing  the  premises  in  con- 
troversy, was  sold  for  $2,400:  and  this  sale  was  duly  confirmed  by 
the  proper  court,  and  a  deed  ordered  to  be  made  to  the  purchaser 
on  his  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  sale. 

The  administimtor  was  thereby  invested  with  full  power,  under 
the  statute,  to  convey  to  the  purchaser,  upon  the  payment  of  the 
purchase-money,  all  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  premises, 
whether  legal  or  equitable.     But  the  terms  of  sale  were  not  fully 
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complied  with,  by  the  purchaser,  and  such  deed  was  therefore  not 
dehvered.  Partial  payments  of  purchase-money,  either  by  the 
purchaser  or  his  assignee,  appear  to  have  been  made,  up  till  1842, 
amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  some  eight  or  nine  hundred  dollars. 
In  this  state  of  the  case,  perhaps,  the  administrator  might  have 
rescinded  the  sale,  by  refunding  the  moneys  received  thereon.  But 
he  chose,  as  he  well  might  do,  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase-money remaining  unpaid.  He  did  so,  in  1842,  by  a  proceed- 
ing in  equity,  in  which  the  purchaser  and  his  assignee  were  made 
defendants,  and  in  which  he  obtained  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  all 
the  equitable  interest  of  the  defendants  in  the  premises,  for  the 
satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  residue  of  purchase-money  remain- 
mg  unpaid,  which  the  court  found  amounted  to  some  $2,000, 
including  accruing  interest  till  that  time.  To  this  proceeding  in 
chancery  to  subject  the  interest  of  the  purchaser  and  his  assignee 
to  sale  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  necessary  party. 

A  sale  was  made,  by  a  master  in  chancery,  pursuant  to  the  terms 
of  this  decree,  from  which  (2,400  were  realized.  This  sale  was 
confirmed  by  the  court,  and  a  deed  was  ordered  to  be  made  and 
was  in  fact  made  by  the  master  to  a  purchaser,  under  whom  the 
defendant  in  this  case  claims  title.  From  the  proceeds  of  this  sale 
the  original  pnrchase-money,  with  the  interest  thereon,  was  fully 
paid,  and  came  as  assets  into  the  hands  of  the  administrator.  We 
think  the  purchaser  at  this  judicial  sale  took,  by  virtue  of  the 
master's  conveyance,  at  least  all  the  equitable  rights  of  the  parties 
to  the  suit. 

The  purchase-money  having  been  fully  paid,  we  think  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  judicial  sale  had  a  right  to  demand  of  the  adminis- 
trator a  conveyance  of  all  the  interest  and  title  of  the  heirs  of  his 
intestate  in  and  to  the  premises.  Whether  such  was  the  legal  effect 
of  the  deed  made  by  the  master  it  is  unnecessary  to  inquire. 

If  a  title  of  any  kind  remained  in  the  plaintiff,  it  was  certainly 
one  which  gave  her  no  equitable  right  to  recover  possession  of  the 
premises;  and  we  think  she  has  no  cause  to  complain  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  as  modified  by  the  District 
Court. 

Judgment  of  District  Court  affirmed. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


m OHIO.  ^ 

State  V.  Easter. 


State  v.  Easter. 

(80  Ohio  St.  542.) 

Criminal  tow— murder — plea  —  relation  of  grand  juror  to  deeea$ed. 

It  is  not  a  good  plea  to  an  indictment  for  murder,  that  a  member  of  the  grand 
jury  which  found  such  indictment  was  a  nephew  of  tlie  person  who  waa 
murdered* 


I 


NDICTMENT  for  murder.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

John  K,  Bilhngs,  for  the  State. 
E.  P.  Evans,  for  defendent. 


Wright,  J.  James  Easter,  indicted  for  murder  in  the  first  de- 
gree, plead  in  bar  that  Jabez  Eagle,  one  of  the  grand  jurors  who 
found  the  indictment,  was  the  nephew  of  Simon  Osman,  the  mur- 
dered man  ;  and  hence  it  is  claimed  that  this  grand  juror  was 
disqualified. 

This  plea  was  demurred  to  by  the  prosecuting  attorney.  The 
demurrer  was  overruled  and  ext^eption  taken.  The  question,  there- 
fore, is,  was  the  grand  jury  disqualified  by  reason  of  his  relationship 
to  the  person  murdered. 

The  qualifications  of  grand  jurors  are  thus  prescribed  (S.  &  S. 
410)  :  They  must  be  **  good  judicious  persons,  having  the  qualifi- 
cations of  electors  and  not  exempt  by  law  from  serving  as  jurors." 

It  is  not  denied  but  that  the  juror  in  question  had  all  these  requi- 
sites. By  what  authority,  therefore,  shall  we  add  another  to  those 
the  statute  has  prescribed  ?  The  law  has  declared  that  certain 
qualifications  are  necessary.  Can  we  go  farther,  and  say  the  grand 
juror  must  also  be  no  kin  to  those  injured  by  the  accused. P  A 
moment's  consideration  will  show  that  this  would  be  imposing 
absurd  and  impossible  conditions.  The  grand  jury  do  not  know 
who  will  be  accused  before  them,  and  if,  upon  a  case  being  pi-e- 
sented  in  which  an  injury  has  been  done  to  some  relation  of  a  mem- 
ber of  the  jury,  that  member  is  to  be  disqualified,  it  may  be  neces- 
sary to  have  a  new  grand  jury  for  every  crime  committed. 

*  See  BMand  t.  CcmmonweaUh  (88  Peon.  St.  a06),  22  Am.  Rep.  75& 
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It  is  not  necessary  for  us  now  to  decide  what  objections  might  be 
raised,  as  against  the  gmnd  jury,  by  challenge  before  they  are 
impanelled  and  sworn.  The  case  before  us  is  upon  a  plea  to  an 
indictment  already  found,  and  the  books  seem  to  hold  that  the 
right  of  objection  depends  in  a  great  measure  upon  the  time  it  is 
made. 

In  1  Wharton's  ,Crira.  Law,  §  469,  it  is  said  to  be  a  cause  of 
exception  to  a  grand  juror  that  he  has  formed  and  expressed  au 
opinion  as  to  the  guilt  of  a  party  whose  case  will  probably  be  pre- 
sented, but  the  objection  must  be  taken  before,  ^nd  will  not  be 
heard  after  indictment  found.  It  is  so  held  in  People  v.  JeweH,  3 
Wend.  314,  where  it  is  said  by  Savage,  C.  J.,  that  ^'  such  objection, 
to  be  availing,  must  be  made  previous  to  the  juror  being  impan- 
elled and  sworn." 

In  Thccker^s  Case,  8  Mass.  286,  it  was  suggested  by  amicus  curicBy 
that  a  grand  juror  was  a  neighbor  of  the  accused  and  had  origin- 
ated the  complaint  against  him,  and  the  suggestion  ai  vas  made 
before  the  juror  was  sworn.  The  objection  was  not,  however,  sus- 
tained by  the  court. 

Commonwealth  v.  Clark,  2  Brown,  315,  was  a  case  where  the  chal- 
lenge was  allowed  before  indictment  found. 

In  Illinois,  it  seems  that  the  common  law  governs  as  to  the  time, 
manner,  or  causes  for  which  grand  jurors  may  be  challenged.  It  is 
there  held  {Mmich  v.  People,  40  111.  268),  that  the  right  to  chal- 
lenge exists  and  may  be  exercised  by  any  person  charged  with  crime; 
whose  case  is  likely  to  be  made  the  subject  of  investigation.  In 
this  case  the  attorney  for  the  accused  made  a  motion  to  have  the 
grand  jury  brought  to  the  bar  of  the  court,  for  the  purpose  of  hav- 
ing it  purged  of  members  alleged  to  have  expressed  an  opinion  that 
defendant  was  guilty.  Before  the  motion  was  taken  up  for  hearing, 
the  jury  came  into  court  to  make  presentments.  The  motion  was 
called  up  and  arguments  heard;  whereupon  the  court  inquired 
whether  the  grand  jury  had  acted  in  the  case,  and  was  informed 
they  had,  and  were  ready  to  report  a  bill.  Upon  this  the  court 
overruled  the  motion,  and' exception  was  taken.  The  court  are  of 
opinion  that,  although  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  right  of 
challenge,  yet  the  time  when  that  right  must  be  exercised  is  not 
80  well  determined.  It  is  further  stated  that  it  does  not  seem  to 
have  been  held  in  England  that  the  expression  of  opinion  by  a  grand 
juror  that  the  prisoner   was  guilty,  was  ground  of  challenge,  and 
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the  court  incline  to  the  opinion  that  it  forms  no  ground  of  chal« 
lenge,  but  say  that  even  if  it  were  so,  the  objection  should  have 
been  made  before  the  oath  was  taken. 

In  Staie  v.  Quimbt/y  51  Me.  395,  before  arraignment,  the  defend- 
ant made  a  motion,  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  in  abatement,  to  quash 
the  indictment  because  one  of  the  grand  jurore  was  a  postmaster. 
By  the  statutes  of  Maine,  certain  persons  are  "  exempted  from 
serving  as  grand  jurors,"  among  whom  are  *'  all  officers  of  the 
United  States."  In  this  case  the  court  holds  that  statutes  of  this 
kind  do  not  disqualify,  but  simply  excuse  jurors;  that  the  exemp- 
tion is  a  personal  privilege,  which  furnishes  no  ground  of  chal- 
lenge. No  point  seems  to  have  been  made  as  to  tlie  time  of 
objection  being  made,  or  that  it  was  after  the  indictment  found. 

The  same  holding  is  found  in  State  v.  Forshner,  43  N.  H.  89, 
where,  upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  a  cause  for  exemption  was 
held  not  to  disqualify  a  grand  juror. 

In  United  States  v.  White,  5  Cranch,  457,  the  syllabus  is:  "That 
one  of  the  grand  jurors  who  found  the  indictment  had  previously 
expressed  an  opinion  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  the  offense, 
is  no  ground  for  a  plea  in  abatement  of  the  indictment." 

*^  Exceptions  to  grand  jurors  for  favor  are  only  cause  for  chal- 
lenge before  they  are  sworn,  or  before  indictment  found,  not  for  a 
plna  in  abatement." 

In  Indiana,  it  is  permitted  to  the  accused  to  challenge  members 
of  the  grand  jury  before  they  are  sworn.  Jonea  v.  State,  2  Blackf. 
47fi;  Htulson  v.  State,  1  id.  318;  Ross  v.  State,  id.  390. 

The  cases  in  Indiana  limit  the  right  to  challenge,  to  those  under 
prosecution  for  crime;  but  in  United  States  v.  Blodgett,  35  Ga. 
337,  it  is  held  that  grand  jurors  may  be  challenged  by  any  one 
affected  by  their  finding,  and  that  the  right  is  not  restricted  to 
those  charged  with  crime,  but  may  be  exercised  by  any  one  who 
has  been  warned  by  the  prosecuting  attorney  that  he  will  be  sub- 
jected, during  the  term,  to  an  indictment. 

Ill  TJie  State  v.  Clarissa,  11  Ala.  58,  it  is  held  :  "  The  grand  jury 
cannot  be  called  and  required  to  expurgate  themselves  of  any 
supposed  interest,  or  bias, at  the  instance  of  one  in  jail  and  expect- 
ing an  indictment  to  be  preferred  against  him.  Objections  to  the 
grand  jury  must  be  taken  by  plea  in  abatement,  at  the  term  at 
which  the  indictment  is  found."  See,  also,  State  v.  Htighes,  1 
Ala,  658. 
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In  Commonwealth  v.  Smithy  9  Mass.  107,  there  was  a  plea  in 
abatement  to  the  indictment,  averring  that  one  of  the  grand  jurors 
was  a  Quaker,  and  so  disqualified.  It  is  held  that  objections  to 
the  personal  qualifications  of  a  juror  must  be  made  before  the 
indictment  found,  and  that  such  objections  may  be  received  from 
any  person  who  is  under  presentment  for  crime,  or  from  one  as 
amicus  curicB. 

Commonwealth  v.  Parker,  2  Pick.  550,  commenting  on  the  pre- 
ceding case  of  Commonwealth  v.  Smith,  doubts  the  proposition  that 
objections  to  the  personal    qualifications  must  always  be  made 
before  indictment  found.     1  Chit.   Criminal  Law,  307;  State  v.  j 
Herndon,  5  Blackf.  75;  Thayer  v.  The  People,  2  Dougl.  (Mich.)  417. : 
The  questions  relating  to  grand  jurors  are  elaborately  discussed  by ) 
Dillon,  J.,  in  State  v.  Ostrander,  18  Iowa,  438,  and  also  in  United 
States  V.  Williams,  1  Dillon's  C.  C.  486.     See,  also,  1  Bish.  Crim. 
Jur.,  §§  853,  875  and  881,  and  1  Whart.  Crim.  Law,  §  489  et  seq.; 
State  V.  Reid,  20  Iowa,  414;  Breeding  v.  State,  11  Tex.  257;  Glas^ 
singer  v.  State,  24  Ohio  St.  206;  Meeks  v.  State,  57  Qa.  329. 

In  State  v.  Rockafellow,  1  Halst.  332,  it  is  held  that  it  is  a  good 
plea  in  abatement  to  an  indictment,  tnat  one  of  the  grand  jurors,  | 
by  whom  the  indictment  was  found,  was  not  a  freeholder,  as  he  is 
directed  to  be  by  the  act  of  assembly.  In  that  case  the  court  say: 
"It  is  surely  proper  time,  and  certainly  early  enough,  for  the 
accused  to  except  to  the  qualifications  of  the  indicters  after  the  bill  \ 
has  been  presented  against  him.  He  then  knows,  or  can  be 
informed  who  they  are;  he  has  time  to  ascertain  their  qualifications 
and  his  own  means  of  proving  the  exceptions  which  he  may  be 
advised  to  take;  and  we  are  unable  to  perceive  any  grounds  upon 
which  he  can  be  fairly  deprived  of  his  plea  to  their  incompetency." 

And  in  speaking  of  the  right  to  challenge,  the  court  say:  **No 
mode  is  pointed  out  in  which  the  exception  is  to  be  taken,  and  we 
consider  that  as  the  most  correct  mode  which,  without  being  other- 
wise peculiarly  repugnant  to  the  principles  or  policy  of  the  law,  is 
best  calculated  to  give  effect  to  its  humane  and  salutary  provisions. 
If  the  mode  by  challenge  is  to  be  adopted,  it  must  necessai'ily 
result  that  nine  times  out  of  ten  the  benefit  of  a  statute,  which 
provides  a  security  for  our  lives,  fortunes  and  reputation,  by  re- 
quiring that  an  indictment  shall  always  be  presented  by  jurors, 
respectable  for  their  character  and  standing  in  society,  shall  be 
absolutelv  lost  to  the  accused,  without  any  actual  neglect  or  default 
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of  hi8  own.  It  fre«iueutly  occurs  that  the  accused  is  altogether 
ignorant  of  the  complaint  when  the  grand  jury  is  called;  if  he 
should  chance  to  be  present  he  cannot  be  assured  that  the  prosecu- 
rion  will  proceed;  and,  at  any  rate,  it  would  be  most  extraordinary 
for  him  to  make  his  challenges  when  there  is  no  certainty  that  his 
case  will  come  under  their  cognizance.  In  most  cases  of  a  capital 
nature  the  person  charged  with  the  offense  is  actually  in  confine- 
ment, and  has  not  physical  capacity  to  make  his  challenges;  he  is 
never  brought  up  and  confronted  with  the  grand  jurors;  nor  is  he 
served  with  a  list  of  the  persons  who  are  to  compose  it.  Thus 
circumstanced,  it  would  be  worse  than  a  form  —  it  would  be  a 
mockery  of  law  and  justice  —  to  compel  him  to  avail  himself  of 
exceptions  of  this  kind,  or  to  be  considered  as  forever  waiving 
every  error  in  the  proceedings  of  the  sheriff." 

But  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Rickey y  5  Halst  83,  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment that  two  of  the  grand  jury  had,  before  they  were  sworn,  formed 
and  expressed  an  opinion  unfavorable  and  prejudicial  to  the  defend- 
ant, was  held  bad  on  demurrer.  The  court  say  that  this  is  **a 
challenge  to  the  favor  and  comes  too  late.  In  this  case  of  Col,  Barr, 
the  challenges  to  the  grand  jurymen  were  all  taken  before  they  were 
Hworn,  The  case  of  the  State  v.  Rockafellow,  1  Halst.  343,  was  not 
a  challenge  to  tho  favor  ;  it  was  a  matter  of  principal  challenge 
lor  want  of  a  leading  qualification  required  by  the  statute;  and, 
though  I  subscribe  to  the  doctrine  of  the  court  there  delivered, 
and  do  not  see  how  the  court  could  have  done  otherwise  upon 
ihe  facts  admitted  by  the  demurrer^  it  may  lead  to  very  inconvenient 
results,  if  carried  a  single  inch  beyond  the  precise  circumstances 
of  that  very  case.  If  such  a  plea  should  be  traversed,  the  court 
might  find  great  difficulty  in  permitting  those  very  counsels  of  the 
grand  jury  room  to  be  pumped  out  of  witnesses  by  the  force  of 
their  authority,  which  had  just  before  been  employed  in  imposing 
an  oath  on  each  grand  juryman  to  keep  secret.  And  that  not  to 
elicit  the  evidence  of  a  erimey  in  which  public  justice  was  con- 
cerned, but  to  establish  a  mere  irregularity  for  the  purpose  of  ar- 
resting a  public  prosecution,  and  when  the  defendant  was  as  likely 
to  be  guilty  as  if  the  irregularity  had  never  happened.  But  with- 
out meaning  to  disturb  that  case,  my  impression  is  that  it  has  no 
bearing  on  the  present;  and  in  the  absence  of  all  cases,  I  find  no  pnn- 
oiple  on  which  to  maintain  the  present  plea.  But,  on  the  other 
hand,  I  find  much  against  it.  The  matter  is  a  challenge  to  the  pdla 
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for  favor,  which  the  law  always  requires  to  be  made  before  the  jury 
is  swom^  and  here  it  is  not  made  till  after  he  has  sworn  and  acted. 
If  taken  at  the  proper  time,  it  will  only  remove  the  juror  and  allow 
of  another  in  his  place ;  but,  if  allowed  in  this  shape,  it  will  invali- 
date the  proceedings  of  all  the  other  good  and  unexceptionable  men 
on  the  jury.  If  taken  at  the  proper  time,  the  question  whether  the 
juror  was  indifferent  or  not  would  have  been  tried  by  the  triers^ 
but  if  taken  in  the  form  of  a  plea  in  abatement,  the  established 
mode  of  trial  will  be  changed  for  that  of  a  jury  of  twelve  men.  It 
is  the  most  expensive  form  in  which  the  matter  can  be  presented, 
and  the  policy  of  the  law  requires  it  to  be  done  in  a  summary  way. 
It  may  be  used  as  an  engine  of  great  delay,  so  that  a  new  indict* 
ment  maybe  impracticable  on  account  of  the  statute  of  limitations, 
before  the  old  one  comes  to  be  quashed,  and  guilty  offenders  will, 
if  they  are  able,  seek  impunity  under  it  for  their  crimes,  and  make 
it  a  refuge  against  public  justice,  turning  it  to  ridicule  and  con- 
tempt Finally,  there  is  no  such  plea  as  this  to  be  found  among 
the  records  and  monuments  of  the  law  ;  it  is  sui  generis,  not  alone 
without  precedent  (whereof  the  books  have  been  filed,  if  past  ages 
had  deemed  such  matter  pleadable),  but  contrary  to  all  precedents 
which  are  the  other  way.  Such  are  the  reasons  as  they  occur  to 
me  at  present  for  adopting  the  general  conclusion  that  this  plea  is 
inadmissible  in  all  its  parts." 

In  DoyU  v.  State,  17  Ohio,  222,  it  was  specially  plead  to  the  in- 
dictment that  one  of  the  grand  jury  had  not  the  qualifications  of  an 
elector,  and  this  was  held  to  be  a  good  plea  in  bar. 

This  plea,  it  will  be  observed,  challenges  the  competency  of  the 
juror  to  sit  at  all,  in  any  case,  and  therein  differs  from  the  case  at 
bar,  which  is  simply  a  challenge  to  the  favor  in  the  particular  case. 
Of  DoyWs  case,  however,  we  are  disposed  to  speak,  as  did  the  court 
in  5  Halstead,  the  doctrine  may  lead  to  inconvenient  results  if  car- 
ried a  single  inch  beyond  the  precise  circumstances  of  the  very 
case. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  authorities  are  not  entirely  uniform 
on  this  subject,  but  we  confine  our  ruling  in  the  present  case  to  the 
simple  proposition  that  the  objection  cannot  be  made  upon  a  plea 
to  an  indictment  whatever  might  be  properly  urged  at  an  earlier 
stage  of  the  trial. 

It  is  claimed  by  counsel  for  Easter  that  the  qualifications  of  a 
grand  and  petit  juror  are  the  same.     The  position  is  not  tenable. 
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Both  must  have  certain  things.  Both  must  be  good  and  judicious 
persons  ;  both  must  be  electors.  But  there  are  other  requisites  for 
the  petit  juror  not  necessary  for  the  other.  The  varioue  laws  on 
the  subject  lay  down  quite  a  number  of  causes  for  which  the  petit 
juror  may  be  challenged.  They  are  too  numerous  to  repeat,  but 
may  bo  found  in  1  S.  &  C.  754  ;  66  Ohio  L.  307;  68  id.  4 ;  69  id. 
11.  A  brief  examination  of  some  of  these  causes  of  challenge 
show  that  they  cannot  apply  to  the  members  of  the  grand  jury. 
The  first  is  69  Ohio  L.  11,  that  the  party  called  as  a  juror  was  a 
member  of  the  grand  jury  who  found  the  indictment.  It  is 
obvious  that  this  must  apply  to  the  petit  jury  who  tries  the  case, 
and  no  other.  The  second  is,  that  he  has  formed  or  expressed  an 
opinion  as  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused.  How  can  this 
apply  to  the  grand  juiy,  when  they  do  not  know  who  the  accused 
will  be? 

Or,  again,  that  he  is  related  within  the  fifth  degree,  to  the  persons 
injured.  This  also  presupposes  a  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the 
grand  jury  who  the  person  injured  is. 

Or,  again,  if  these  causes  apply  to  the  grand  jury,  when  are  the 
challenges  for  such  cause  to  be  made  ?  Who  is  to  make  them  ?  As 
each  case  is  presented  to  the  grand  jury,  are  the  members  to  be 
catechised  as  to  their  qualifications  ?  Suffice  it  to  say,  that  these 
causes  of  challenge  lie  specifically  to  the  jurors  called  to  try  the 
indictment     Such  is  the  language  of  the  statute. 

The  oath  taken  by  the  members  of  the  grand  jury  throws  some 
light  upon  this  question  (1  8.  &  C.  753): 

"  Saving  yourself  and  fellow- jurors,  you  shall  diligently  inquire 
and  true  presentment  make,  of  all  such  matters  and  things  as 
shall  be  given  you  in  charge,  or  otherwise  come  to  your  knowledge, 
touching  the  present  service.  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  You  shall  present  no 
person  through  malice,  hatred,  or  ill-will;  nor  shall  you  leave  any 
person  unpresented  through  fear,  favor  or  affection,  or  for  any 
reward  or  hope  thereof." 

This  language  seems  to  indicate  that  the  grand  juror  may  be 
called  upon  to  act  in  cases  both  of  enemies  and  friends.  If  the 
first,  his  oath  is  that  neither  malice,  hatred,  nor  ill-will  shall  influ- 
ence his  deliberate  and  impartial  judgment.  If  the  last,  no  con- 
siderations of  passion  or  friendship  shall  disturb  the  just  discharge 
of  his  duties. 
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The  grand  jury  only  presents  the  charge  against  an  accused  per- 
son; it  does  not  try  that  charge.  This  is  for  the  petit  jury,  and 
it  is  well  enough  that  they  are  subject  to  tlie  variety  of  challenge 
above  specified;  but  as  to  the  grand  juror,  his  qualifications  are 
simply  those  the  statute  has  specified. 

Exceptions  sustained. 


First  National  Bank  of  Bahnesvillb  v.  Telegraph  Co. 

OOrWoSt.  866.)  ' 

Negligenee  —  telegraph  —  damages  —  intervening  cause. 

In  case  of  a  breach  of  contract,  actual  damages  not  being  proved,  nominal 
damages  may  be  recovered. 

In  case  of  failure  to  deliver  a  telegraphic  message,  the  company  is  only  liable 
for  such  damages  as  naturally  flow  from  the  breach  of  contract,  or  such  as 
may  fairly  be  supposed  to  have  been  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties, 
at  the  time  the  contract  was  made.* 

If  the  telegraph  company  is  in  default,  but  their  default  is  made  mischievous 
to  a  plaintiff  only  by  the  operation  of  some  other  intervening  cause,  such 
as  the  dishonesty  of  a  third  person,  the  rule  **  eau9a  proxima  non  remoia 
spectatur  "  applies,  and  the  company  cannot  be  made  responsible  for  the 
loss  occasioned  by  the  act  of  such  third  person. 

ACTION  of  damages  for  failure  to  transmit  and  deliver  a  tele- 
grapliic  message.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

J.  H.  Collins,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

J.  W.  Okey,  with  whom  was  A.  J,  Swaney,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Wright,  J.  The  First  National  Bank  of  Barnesville  brought 
an  action  in  the  court  below,  against  the  telegraph  company,  to 
recover  damages,  for  failure  to  transmit  and  deliver  a  telegraphic 
message.  The  bank  was  located  in  Barnesville,  Ohio.  It  had  done 
business  with  one  Aaron  Lowshe,  and  had  frequently  cashed  drafts 
for  him,  in  a  small  way,  prior  to  February,  1869.     In  that  month, 

«See  RiiienhmiM  v.  Independent  Line  of  Telegraph,  44  N  Y.  288;  4  Am.  Rep.  673; 
Western  Uninn  Telearaph  Co.  t.  Graham^  1  Col.  230;  0  Am.  Rep.  196  and  note*  149, 
Tyler  y.  Western  Union  Tdegraph  Cn. .  60  III.  421 ;  M  Am.  Rep.  88 ;  Hubbard  t.  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  d»  Wis.  568  ;  14  Am.  Rep.  775 ;  ManvUle  v.  Western  Union  (TW.  Co.,  «! 
low»»  S14 :  18  Am.  Rep.  8 ;  Turner  v.  Hawheye  Tel.  Co.,  41  Iowa,  458  :  90  Am.  Rep.  601k 
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Lowshe  wanted  two  more  drafts  cashed,  one  on  Bellis  &  Milligan, 
New  York,  for  11,600 ;  one  on  Ege  &  Otis,  same  place,  for 
$1,400.  The  amounts  being  large,  and  the  bank  cautious,  the 
cashier  wrote  to  a  correspondent  in  New  York,  George  F.  Baker, 
cashier  First  National  Bank,  New  York,  as  follows  : 

"Would  like  information  in  respect  to  Messrs.  Ege  &  Otis,  No. 
168  W.  W.  Market ;  also,  Messrs.  West,  Titus  &  Co.,  No.  129  West 
street.  Are  they  responsible  parties?  If  not  too  much  trouble, 
would  be  pleased  to  have  you  inquire  of  each,  if  dft.,  at  sight,  drawn 
by  A.  Lowshe  for  $1,400  to  $1,600  would  be  paid.  If  the  firms,  or 
either  of  them,  are  not  reliable  for  that  amt.,  or  if  they  should  l>e 
unwilling  to  accept,  please  answer  by  telegram.  If  all  right,  need 
not  dispatch.  If  not  right,  would  like  to  hear  by  Saturday  evening 
(13th)." 

This  letter  was  dated  at  Bamesville,  February  11th,  which  ap- 
pears to  have  been  Thursday.  No  mention  is  made,  it  will  be 
observed,  of  Bellis  &  Milligan,  on  whom  the  $1,600  dr^ft  was 
drawn. 

The  letter  was  received  in  New  York,  by  Baker,  to  whom  it  was 
addressed,  on  February  15.  It  is  stated  in  evidence  that  the  ordi- 
nary time  of  mail  communication,  between  Barnesville  and  New 
York,  is  two  days.  This  advice  to  Baker  probably  reached  its  des- 
tination after,  close  of  bank  hours,  on  Saturday,  and  was  taken  up 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  on  Monday  morning.  On 
that  day  Baker  made  incjuiries  of  Ege  &  Otis,  on  whom  the 
$1,400  draft  was  drawn,  and  at  4:55  of  that  day  telegraphed  as 
follows,  to  the  bank  at  Barnesville  : 

''February  15,  1869. 
"To  J.  F.  Davis,  Cash.,  Barnesville,  0. 

"  Parties  will  accept  if  bill  lading  accompanies  the  draft.  Parties 
stand  fair.  Geo.  F.  Baker,  C." 

This  message  never  was  received  at  Barnesville.  There  is  testi- 
mony tending  to  show  that  it  started  to  and  perhaps  reached  Buf- 
falo. But  it  is  not  traced  beyond  that  point,  and  the  telegraph 
company  give  no  satisfactory  account  of  what  became  of  it.  The 
one  certain  fact  about  it  is,  that  the  Bamesville  bank  never  re- 
ceived it.  New  York  not  being  heard  from,  the  Bamesville  bank 
cashed  the  drafts,  on  Monday  the  16th,  before  three  o'clock,  the 
hour  at  which  business  closed.     Lowshe,  the  drawer,  had  no  money 
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in  New  York  at  all,  either  in  the  hands  of  Bellis  &  Milligan,  or 
Ege  &  Otis,  and  having  accomplished  his  finaucial  transaction  at 
Barnesville,  left  the  same  day  for  Zanesville,  and  from  thence  to 
other  places  more  remote.  The  Barnesville  bank  now  claims  that 
the  $3,000  was  a  total  loss ;  and  that  this  loss  is  chargeable  npon 
the  telegraph  company,  in  not  sending  and  delivering  the  dispatch. 
They  therefore  claim  to  recover  this  amount  in  this  action. 

In  the  first  petition  of  the  bank  it  is  stated  that  the  drafts  were 
discounted  between  two  and  three  o'clock  on  the  15th,  which  would 
not  have  been  done  had  the  dispatch  been  reasonably  delivered. 
The  answer  of  defendant,  however,  showed  that  the  dispatch  was 
not  delivered  in  New  York  until  4.55;  it  is  therefore  entirely  obvi- 
ous that  no  omission  or  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  telegraph  com- 
pany could  have  prevented  the  cashing  of  the  drafts. 

In  the  last  petition  of  the  bank  it  is  said: 

**  The  said  drafts  were  a  total  loss  to  said  plaintiff,  no  part 
thereof  having  been  paid,  which  said  loss  would  have  been  pre- 
vented if  said  defendant  had  forwarded  and  delivered  said  dispatch 
to  said  plaintiff  within  a  reasonable  time  after  it  was  received  by 
said  defendant  at  its  said  office  in  New  York  city,  as  aforesaid. 

"If  said  dispatch  had  been  delivered  to  said  plaintiff  before  said 
drafts  were  discounted  the  same  would  not  have  been  discounted, 
and  if  it  had  been  delivered  to  said  plaintiff  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  the  same  were  discounted,  the  said  sum  of  $3,000  could 
have  been  recovered  back  by  said  plaintiff  from  said  Lowshe." 

In  the  view  we  take  of  the  case  the  sole  question  that  need  be 
decided  is  the  one  of  damages.  As  has  been  said,  had  the  dispatch 
been  duly  sent  and  received  it  could  not  have  prevented  the  bank 
from  giving  Lowshe  the  money;  that  had  already  been  done.  Had 
it  been  delivered,  however,  within  any  reasonable  time,  after  receipt 
at  New  York,  then  what  would  have  happened  ?  Plaintiffs  below 
say  they  could  have  recovered  back  the  amount  from  Lowshe,  and 
therefore  they  lost  their  $3,000  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant. 
The  petition  does  not  state  how  or  in  what  manner  they  could 
have  recovered  the  money,  but  merely  asserts  the  fact  to  be  so. 
The  only  facts  in  evidence  showing  any  intention  to  take  steps  to 
recover  the  money,  or  intimating  liow  it  was  to  be  done,  is  the 
following  from  the  cashier,  Davis : 

*'  Q.  Would  there  have  been  any  trouble  in  the  bank  giving 
lecarity  in  Zanesville  in  any  proceeding  to  recover  the  money  ? 
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[Objected  to.] 

"A.  I  thinkBot 

"  Q.  State  whether,  if  this  message  had  been  received  by  the 
bank  during  the  afternoon  or  evening  of  February  16,  1869,  any 
means  would  have  been  used  to  recover  the  money ;  if  so,  what  ? 

'^  A.  I  am  confident  means  would  have  been  used  to  recover  it.'* 

Mr.  Ijowshe  also  makes  this  statement: 

"Q.  If  the  bank  had  discovered,  while  you  were  at  Barnesville 
or  Zanesville,  that  those. drafts  which  you  had  cashed  at  the 
Barnesville  bank  would  not  be  accepted,  and  had  demanded  the 
money  back,  would  you  have  refunded  it  to  the  bank  ? 

"A.  At  Zanesville,  on  the  afternoon  of  the  first  day  there,  I  sent 
five  hundred  dollars  of  the  money  home.  Had  the  bank  informed 
me  at  Barnesville  the  drafts  would  not  be  accepted,  I  would  have 
returned  the  money  to  the  bank.  Had  such  information  reached 
me  at  Zanesville,  before  I  sent  the  five  hundred  dollars  home,  I 
would  have  returned  it  all.  Had  such  information  reached  me  at 
Zanesville,  after  I  sent  the  five  hundred  dollars  home,  I  would  have 
returned  the  balance  to  the  bank.  I  would  have  returned  the 
money  immediately  on  receiving  such  information." 

In  this  connection  the  court  charged  the  jury  in  eflfect,  that  if 
defendants  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  transmitting  the  mes- 
sage, then  plaintiffs  must  show  that  Lowshe  was  where  they  could 
have  reached  him  with  legal  process  and  that  he  had  property  in 
such  position  that  the  law  could  lay  hold  of  it;  and  if  this  was  not 
shown,  but  it  appeared  that  the  recovery  of  money  depended  upon 
the  happening  of  a  new  contingency  which  might  or  might  not 
have  occurred,  the  damages  were  so  remote  that  no  recovery  could 
be  had. 

Upon  the  case  as  thus  made  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  substantial  damages. 

If  the  New  York  dispatch  had  arrived  upon  the  15th  or  16th,  it 
is  not  made  apparent,  either  in  pleadings  or  proof  how  the  bank 
was  to  secure  itself,  with  that  certainty  the  law  requires,  in  order 
to  justify  a  claim  for  damages.  It  is  not  made  to  appear  that  Lowshe 
had  property  that  could  bo  seized.  He  had  obtained  this  money, 
it  is  true,  and  perhaps  might  have  had  it  in  his  possession,  but  he 
might  easily  have  put  it  beyond  the  reach  of  process.  But  even  if  he 
had  the  money  where  he  could  lay  his  hand  upon  it,  it  is  not  pointed 
out  how  the  bank  proposed  to  reach  it.     Had  he  been  arrested  oil 
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the  ground  of  fraud,  it  might  have  been  difficult  to  sustain  such  a 
proceeding,  until  after  the  drafts  had  been  actually  protested  for 
non-acceptance,  by  which  time  Lowshe  was  lost  sight  of.  Nor  is 
it  alleged  or  proved  that  an  actual  arrest  would  have  produced  the 
money.  It  is  true,  the  bank  claims  that  Mr.  Lowshe  would  have 
returned  the  money,  because  he  said  he  would;  still  the  jury  might 
have  considered  that  as  the  "  mere  contingency,"  which  the  court 
instructed  them,  only  occasioned  a  damage  that  was  remote. 

The  rule  as  to  damages  is  thus  laid  down  by  Earl,  J,,  in  Leonard 
V.  Tel  Co.,  41 N.  Y.  544;  1  Am.  Rep.  446:  "The  damages  must  flow 
directly  and  naturally  from  the  breach  of  contract,  and  they  must  be 
certain  both  iii  their  nature  and  in  respect  to  the  cause  from  which 
they  proceed.  Under  this  rule,  speculative,  contingent,  remote 
damages,  which  cannot  be  directly  traced  to  the  breach  complained 
of,  are  excluded.  Under  the  former  rule,  such  damages  are  only 
allowed  as  may  fairly  be  supposed  to  have  entered  into  the  contem- 
))lation  of  the  parties,  when  they  made  the  contract,  as  might 
naturally  be  expected  to  follow  its  violation.  It  is  not  required  that 
the  parties  jmist  have  contemplated  the  actual' damages  which  are 
to  be  allowed.  But  the  damages  must  be  such  as  the  parties  may 
be  fairly  supposed  to  have  contemplated  when  they  made  the  con- 
tract. A  more  precise  statement  of  the  rule  is,  that  a  party  is  liable 
for  all  the  direct  damages  which  both  parties  would  have  contem- 
plated as  flowing  from  its  breach,  if,  at  the  time  they  entered  into 
it,  they  had  bestowed  proper  attention  upon  the  subject,  and  had 
been  fully  informed  of  the  facts."  See,  also,  Kinghorne  v.  Mont. 
Tel  Co.,  18  Up.  Can.  Q.  B.  60,  and  Stevenson  v.  Mont.  Tel  Co.,  16 
id.  530;  Squire  v.  West.-  Union  Tel  Co.,  98  Mass.  232. 

This  is  substantially  the  rule  as  laid  down  in  Hadley  v.  Boxen- 
dale,  9  Exch.  341,  and  in  considering  what  damages  may  be  sup- 
posed to  have  been  fairly  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties, 
there  was  nothing  in  this  dispatch  to  inform  the  telegraph  company 
of  the  serious  consequences  that  are  now  presented.  There  was 
absolutely  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  message  advising  the 
company  that  it  was  to  prevent  the  cashing  of  $3,000  worth  of 
drafts.  Hadley  v.  Baxendale,  and  numerous  authorities,  hold  that 
before  a  party  can  be  charged  with  such  special  and  peculiar  dama- 
ges as  are  were  claimed,  he  must  have  had  notice  that  they  were 
likely  to  arise  from  a  breach  of  his  contract. 

In  Parks  v.  Alta  Cal  Tel  Co.,  13  Cal.  422,  the  message  was  to 
Vol.  XXVII— 62 
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attach  property.  This  was  of  itself  notice  that  if  the  attachment 
nras  not  procured,  the  loss  of  the  debt  might  follow. 

Bryant  v.  Am.  TeL  Co.,  1  Daly,  575,  was,  like  the  last,  a  case 
where  an  attachment  was  directed. 

In  U.  S.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Wenger,  55  Penn.  St  262;  Allen's  Tel.  Cas. 
356,  there  was  an  order  to  bay  stocks,  which  was  delayed.  The 
stocky  rose  in  valne,  and  the  telegraph  company  were  held  respon- 
sible for  the  difference.  And  it  is  said  by  the  court  that  the  dis- 
patch was  such  as  to  disclose  the  nature  of  the  business  to  which  it 
related,  and  the  loss  might  be  very  likely  to  occur  if  there  was  de- 
lay in  sending  the  message. 

Upon  the  other  hand  in  Baldwin  v.  TeL  Oo^  54  Barb.  505;  I 
Lans.  125;  45  N.  Y.  744;  6  Am.  Rep.  165,  the  syllabus  is:  '*If  a 
telegram  does  not  show  upon  its  face  that  it  relates  to  a  business 
transaction,  and  that  a  pecuniary  loss  may  probably  be  sustained 
if  a  mistake  is  made  in  transmitting  it,  and  no  notice  to  this  effect 
is  given  to  the  telegraph  company,  the  company  making  such  mis- 
take will  not  be  liable  in  damages  for  such  loss.*' 

In  Landsberger  v.  Mag.  Tel  Co.,  32  Barb.  530,  it  was  held  that 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  damages,  because,  "'on  receiving  tlie 
dispatch  for  transmission,  the  defendant  had  no  information  what- 
ever in  relation  to  it,  or  the  purposes  to  be  accomplished  by  it, 
except  what  could  be  derived  from  the  dispatch  itself." 

In  U.S.  Tel  Co.  v.  Oildersleve,  29Md.  232;  Allen's  Tel.  Cases, 
390,  it  is  held  that  knowledge  of  special  circumstances  must  be 
shown  to  lay  a  foundation  for  special  damages.  Stevenson  v.  Mon- 
ireal  TeL  Co.,  16  U.  C.  Q.  B.  530,  537.  The  telegraph  cases 
generally  follow  the  rule  of  Hadley  v.  Baxendale,  with  regard  to 
notice,  as  is  shown  by  the  numerous   authorities  cited  by  counsel. 

It  therefore  appears  to  us  that  the  possibility  of  recovering  the 
money  from  Lowshe  was  a  contingency  too  i-emote  upon  which  to 
base  a  recovery.  The  fact  that  the  company  were  not  advised  of 
any  importance  attaching  to  the  message,  either  by  the  message 
itself  or  actual  notice  given,  goes  farther  to  show  a  case  where  sub- 
stantial damages  cannot  be  recovered. 

And  in  this  connection,  and  as  relating  to  the  question  of  dam- 
ages, we  may  consider  t  he  rule,  "  causa  proxima  nan  remota  specta- 
tur,^  as  to  which  Parsons  says  (vol.  2,  p.  257  —  Telegraphs,  Meas- 
ure of  Damages)  :  *'  If  the  telegraph  company  is  in  default,  but 
their  default  is  made  mischievous  to  a  party  only  by  the  operation 
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of  some  other  intervening  cause,  then  the  rule  above  mentioned 
would  prevent  the  liability  of  the  company;  because  their  default 
would  only  be  the  remota,  the  remote  or  removed  cause  of  the 
injury,  and  not  the  proxima,  or  nearest  cause." 

If  the  telegraph  company  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  deliv- 
ering the  message  at  Barnesville,  the  question  remains,  whether  there 
would  have  been  a  loss  if  there  were  no  other  cause  intervening. 
Clearly  the  failure  in  the  message  was  not  the  moving  cause  that 
induced  Lowshe  to  obtain  the  discounts  and  pocket  the  money; 
neither  would  the  delinquency  of  the  telegraph  company  have  occa- 
sioned any  damage  had  Lowshe  evidenced  that  integrity  which,  in 
a  virtuous  mind,  would  have  induced  the  return  of  the  money  to 
the  bank.  The  loss  was  occasioned  by  two  causes  —  the  short- 
coming of  the  telegraph  company,  in  not  delivering  the  message, 
and  the  still  shorter-coming  of  Lowshe,  in  appropriating  to  him- 
self what  belonged  to  somebody  else. 

In  Lowery  v.  Western  Union  Telegraph  Co.,  60  N.  Y.  198;  19 
Am.  Rep.  154,  B  sent  a  telegram  to  plaintiff,  asking  for  $500;  by 
mistake  the  telegraph  company  changed  the  message  to  15,000, 
which  B  obtained,  embezzled,  and  absconded.  The  referee  held 
the  telegraph  company  liable  for  the  loss  in  the  whole  amount. 
This  was  held  error;  that  defendant's  negligence  was  not  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  loss,  as  the  embezzlement  of  B  did  not  naturally 
result  therefrom,  and  could  not  reasonably  have  been  expected.  • 

In  this  case,  the  court,  quoting  from  Crain  v.  Petrie,  6  Hill,  522, 
lay  down  this  rule:  '^  To  maintain  an  action  for  special  damages 
they  must  appear  to  be  the  legal  and  natural  consequences  arising 
from  the  tort,  and  not  from  the  wrongful  act  of  a  third  person 
induced  thereby.  In  other  words,  the  damages  must  proceed 
wholly  and  exclusively  from  the  injury  complained  of." 

In  any  aspect,  therefore,  in  which  we  are  able  to  view  the  case, 
we  cannot  but  consider  that  the  damages  are  too  remote  to  uphold 
recovery  to  any  substantial  amount. 

But  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  nominal  damages.  Upon 
the  breach  of  an  agreement,  the  law  infers  damages,  and  if  none 
are  proved,  nominal  can  be  recovered.  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  47; 
Field  on  Damages,  679;  Parks  v.  Alta  Cal  Tel  Co,,  13  Cal.  425; 
Candee  v.  Western  Union  Telegraph  Co.,  34  Wis.  471;  17  Am. 
Rep.  452. 

The  plaintiff  asked  the  court  to  charge  that,  if  the  non-delivery 
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of  the  message  was  by  reason  of  defendant's  negligence,  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  nominal  damages  if  there  were  ?io  actual  damage. 
This  was  refused,  and  the  court  did  charge  that  there  was  no  right 
of  action,  unless  injury  was  shown.  This  was  error,  for  which  the 
judgment  must  be  reversed. 
[Omitting  a  point  of  pleading.] 


Judgineiit  reversed. 


Lodge  v.  White. 

(30  Ohio  St.  569.) 
Landlord  and  tenant  —  assignment  of  lease  —  covenant  to  pay  rent, 

A  lessee  remains  liable  on  his  express  agreement  to  pay  rent,  notwithstanding 
he  may  have  assigned  his  leane  with  the  lessor's  assent,  and  the  lessor  has 
accepted  rent  from  the  assignee. 

But  where  the  obligation  of  the  lessee  to  pay  rent  is  only  that  which  ia  implied 
by  law  from  his  occupation  of  the  premises,  his  assignment  of  the  lease 
and  surrender  of  possession  to  the  assignee,  with  the  assent  of  the  lessor, 
extinguishes  the  privity  of  estate  between  the  lessor  and  lessee,  and  the 
consequent  implied  liability  of  the  lessee  to  pay  rent. 

The  assent  of  the  lessor  to  such  assignment,  where  nothing  to  the  contrary 
appears,  may  be  implied  from  his  charging  the  rent  to  the  new  tenant  and 
Accepting  payment  thereof  from  him.    {See  note,  p.  494.) 

A  OTION  for  rent.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

Sage  £  Hinkle,  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  A  lessee  cannot  discharge 
himself  of  his  obligations  by  assigning  the  lease.  He  remains  liable 
upon  his  original  contract  after  his  assignment,  and  may  be  sued  on 
it  even  if  the  landlord  has  accepted  the  assignee  as  his  tenant  and 
collected  rent  from  him.  2  Flatten  Leases,  352;  Smith's  Land,  and 
Ten.  293  ;  Taylor's  Ijand.and  Ten.,  §  438,  and  cases  ;  SutHff  v.  At- 
wood,  15  Ohio  St.  186;  1  Chit,  on  Cont.  460,  note  L 

Xing,  Tliompson  i&  Maxwell,  and  Charles  T,  Thompson,  for  defend* 
ants  in  error. 

Day,  C.  J.  The  record,  upon  the  exceptions  taken  in  the  court 
below,  presents  a  single  question  for  our  determination:  Was  the 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendants  warranted  by  the  facts  found? 
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By  a  parol  agreement  between  the  parties,  the  plaintiff  leased 
tlie  premises  to  the  defendants  for  one  year  from  July  1, 1868,  at  a 
rentx)f  13,500,  payable  in  monthly  installments. 

About  the  time  of  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  and  again  a  year 
afterward,  the  parties  negotiated  for  a  new  lease,  differing  in  the 
term  and  amount  of  rent;  but,  upon  the  facts  found,  we  think  the 
court  below  might  well  hold  that  their  minds  never  met  in  agree- 
ment upon  a  new  lease,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  continued  pos- 
session of  the  premises  by  the  defendants  after  the  expiration  of 
the  lease  for  one  year,  and  the  acceptance  of  monthly  payments  by 
the  plaintiff  at  the  same  annual  rent,  the  defendants  were  to  be 
regarded  as  tenants  holding  over  from  year  to  year.  This  view  of 
the  case  is  the  only  one  consistent  with  all  the  facts  found.  They 
fail  to  establish  an  express  lease  for  the  period  in  question.  The 
possession  of  the  defendants  does  not  imply  an  acceptance  of  the 
proposition  of  the  plaintiff  for  a  lease  of  two  years,  for  it  was 
referable  solely  to  the  original  lease;  and  the  application  of  the 
defendants  for  a  reduction  of  the  rent  the  following  year  evinces 
their  non-acceptance  of  the  lease  proposed,  even  if  the  proposition 
came  to  their  knowledge.  But  where  a  tenant  holds  over  by  the 
consent  of  the  lessor,  the  law  presumes  the  holding  to  be  upon  the 
terms  of  the  original  lease. 

The  defendants  then  being  in  possession  under  the  implied  lease 
from  July  1,  1870,  to  July  1,  1871,  on  the  first  day  of  November, 
1870,  gave  up  the  premises  to  the  new  firm  of  L.  A.  Corbin  &  Co. 
From  that  time  the  plaintiff  received  the  rent  from  the  new  firm, 
so  far  as  it  is  shown  to  have  been  paid ;  and  for  that  of  November, 
1870,  the  plaintiff,  by  its  proper  officer,  made  out  a  bill  charging 
the  new  firm  as  its  debtor  therefor,  and  gave  a  receipt  for  that 
monthly  installment  to  the  new  firm. 

The  plaintiff,  then,  must  be  presumed  to  have  known  that  the 
defendants  had  assigned  their  lease  to  the  firm  of  L.  A.  Corbin  & 
Co.  With  that  knowledge  the  new  firm  was  treated  as  the  tenant 
of  the  plaintiff.  We  canno..  therefore,  say  the  court  below  was 
not  warranted  in  holding  that  the  plaintiff,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  con- 
sented to  the  assignment.  There  being  nothing  to  the  contrary, 
the  facts  found  prima  facie  warranted  the  conclusion  that  such 
assent  was  given. 

But  the  defendants  were  not  tenants  by  virtue  of  an  expreas 
agreement  when  they  assigned  to  the  new  firm.     They  were  hold- 
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ing  over  from  year  to  year  only  upon  such  terms  ^s  were  implied 
by  law.  Their  obligation  to  pay  rent  to  the  plaintiff  was  implied 
from  their  possession  of  its  premises.  When  their  possession 
ceased,  and  the  plaintiff  received  rent  from  another  tenant  in  pos- 
session upon  his  implied  promise  arising  therefrom,  that  of  the 
defendants  could  no  longer  be  implied,  for  there  was  no  privity  of 
estate  between  the  parties  on  which  it  could  be  based. 

Had  the  tenancy  of  the  defendants  been  in  pursuance  of  an 
express  lease  they  would,  undoubtedly,  have  remained  liable,  by 
virtue  of  the  personal  privity  of  the  contract,  notwithstanding 
their  assignment  of  the  lease.    2  Piatt  on  Leases,  352. 

But  this  rests  on  a  principle  applicable  only  to  leases  by  express 
agreement.  In  1  Washburn  on  Real  Property,  493  (4th  ed.),  it  is 
said:  "  There  is  an  important  distinction  to  be  observed  between 
express  and  implied  covenants  in  a  lease,  since  one  who  enters  into 
an  express  covenant  remains  bound  by  it,  though  the  lease  be 
assigned  over,  while  such  as  are  implied  are  co-extensive  only  with 
the  occupation  of  the  premises;  the  lessee,  for  instance,  not  being 
liable  under  his  implied  covenant  for  rent  after  his  assignment  to 
another,  and  the  acceptance  of  rent  by  the  lessor  from  the  assignee." 
The  same  doctrine  is  laid  down  in  2  Piatt  on  Leases,  355;  and  is 
recognized  and  clearly  stated  by  White,  J.,  in  Sutliff  v.  Atwoody 
15  Ohio  St.  194. 

Since,  then,  the  defendants*  obligation  to  pay  rent  to  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  founded  upon  an  express  agreement,  but  was  only  that 
implied  by  law  from  the  privity  of  estate  between  the  parties,  the 
assignment  of  the  lease  and  surrender  of  possession  to  the  assignees, 
with  the  assent  of  the  plaintiff,  to  be  implied  from  its  acceptance 
of  rent  from  the  new  tenant,  extinguished  the  privity  of  estate 
between  the  parties,  and  the  consequent  implied  liability  of 
the  defendants  to  pay  rent. 

The  judgments  of  both  courts  below  must,  therefore,  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

NOTB  BT  THE  Rbportrr.— ThIs  dootrine  was  reiterated  in  TayUir  v.  DeBw,  31  Ohio 
8t.  468,  in  the  case  of  a  lease  for  nioety-nlne  years  and  renewable  forever.  In  respeot 
to  the  term  the  court  said :  '*  Nor  does  the  duration  of  the  term  at  all  affect  the  obU- 
fratlon  of  such  express  covenant.  By  the  common  law,  the  liability  of  the  lessee,  on 
bis  express  covenant  to  pay  rent  during  the  term,  attached  to  him  and  his  personal  repre- 
sentative, as  long  as  assets  remained  In  his  hands,  whether  the  term  of  the  lease  was 
fpr  one  or  many  years,  with  or  without  a  covenant  for  renewal,  or  In  perpetuity.  Nu> 
merous  cases  are  reported,  where  the  lease  was  perpetual  or  renewable  forever.  In 
which  the  same  liability  was  found  as  In  leases  for  a  short  term  of  years.    Indeed,  It 
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aeemst  from  the  nature  of  the  covenant  Itself,  no  dtstlnctton  oau  be  made  on  account 
of  the  duration  of  the  term :  it  is  a  personal  engagement  to  pay  rent  during  the  term ; 
as  long  as  assets  can  be  found ,  the  obligation  may  be  enforced.  The  law  Imposes  no 
limit  upon  the  time  within  which  cotenants  to  pay  money  must  mature.  This  Is  left 
entirely  to  the  discretion  of  contracting  parties.** 

Of  the  case  of  Worthington  v.  Hewes^  19  Ohio  St.  06,  the  court  said :  **  It  was  conceded  in 
argument  that  the  courts  below  assumed  to  follow  the  rulings  of  this  court  In  the  case 
of  Worthingtmi  ▼.  Hewes  A  McCann^  19  Ohio  St.  6(1.  We  regret  to  say  that  we  are  unable 
to  approve  all  that  was  said  in  that  case  by  the  learned  Judge  who  prepared  the  opinion: 
and  yet  we  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  overruling  that  decision.  That  was  an 
action  by  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  against  the  assignees  of  the  term  (the  liability 
of  the  lessee  upon  his  express  covenant  to  pay  rent  during  the  term  was  not  in  issue), 
and  it  may  well  be  doubted,  whether,  in  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  the  reversion 
against  the  lessee  after  an  assignment  of  all  his  interest,  a  recovery  could  be  had  upon 
his  express  covenant,  there  being  no  privity  either  of  .personal  contract,  or  of  estate 
between  the  parties  See  Crawford  v.  Chapman,  17  Ohio,  449:  SutUff  y,  Atwood^lh 
Ohio  St.  194, 1880. 

But  however  that  may  be,  the  terms  of  the  lease  in  that  case  were  essentially  differ' 
ent  from  those  in  this  case.  That  was  a  lease  for  ninety-nine  years  renewable  forever 
with  a  covenant  to  pay  rent  during  the  first  fifteen  years  at  a  fixed  sum  annually.  It 
further  contained  a  covenant  that  at  the  end  of  the  first  period  of  fifteen  years,  and  of 
each  succeedi  ng  period  of  fifteen  years,  the  leased  premises, without  reference  to  the  Im- 
provements, should  be  appraised  and  valued  by  three  intelligent  and  disinterested  men 
to  be  mutually  chosen  or  agreed  to  by  the  said  parties,  or  in  case  of  disagreement,  then 
be  appointed  by  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  the  State  of  Ohio  within 
and  for  the  oounty  of  Hamilton  for  the  time  being  upon  the  application  of  either 
of  said  parties,**  the  lessee  for  himself,  his  personal  representatives  and  assigns  cove- 
nanting that  for  and  during  the  continuance  of  each  of  said  sucoeaslve  terms  of  fif- 
teen years,  he  and  they  should  render  yearly  as  an  annual  rent,  etc. 

Now,  the  main  question  In  the  case  was,  who  was  the  proper  party  to  represent  the 
owner  of  the  leasehold  estate  In  the  re-adJustment  of  the  rents  at  the  end  of  a  period 
of  fifteen  years  ?  The  lessee  or  his  assiniees  ?  In  determining  this  question  the  court 
looked  to  the  relations  and  interests  which  the  respective  parties  had  in  the  subject- 
matter,  and  concluded  that  the  assignees  In  possession  were  the  proper  parties  to  act 
In  the  re-appraisement.  In  construing  the  lease  for  the  purpose  of  settling  this  ques- 
tion the  court  found  that  the  lessee,  after  the  assignment  of  the  term,  was  not  liable 
under  that  particular  contract  for  the  payment  of  rents  after  a  re-appraisement.  The 
correctness  of  the  construction  of  that  lease  is  not  submitted  to  us  In  this  case:  but 
It  does  become  our  duty  to  say  that  the  proposition  In  the  syllabus  of  that  case,  namely: 
*After  an  unconditional  assignment  by  the  lessee,  he  Is  not  liable  for  future  rents, 
etc., '  vras  Intended  to  be  limited,  and  was  In  fact  limited,  to  a  lease  like  the  one  then 
before  th«»  court.  In  which  the  force  of  the  express  covenant  to  pay  rent,  by  construc- 
tion of  the  whole  Instrument,  was  modified  and  limited  by  other  covenants. 

It  Is  enough,  however,  for  ux  to  say  here,  that  we  now  disapprove  of  only  so  muchot 
the  opinion  In  that  case  as  expresses  views  IrreoonoUable  with  the  doctrine  krid  dowa 
In  the  decMon  of  the  oaae  beloro  us.** 
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HaRNER  V.  DiPPLB. 

(31  Ohio  St.  72.) 
lt\fancp  —  ratifleatian. 

An  nndertakiog  by  an  infant  as  sarety  for  the  stay  of  ezecation  is  not  void, 
bat  only  voidable,  and  when  ratified  by  him  after  arriving  at  majority^ 
becomes  a  valid  and  enforceable  contract.* 

ACTION  by  Dipple  against  Harner  on  an  undertaking  for  stay  of 
execution,  executed  by  the  defendant  during  his  minority. 
The  defendant  arrived  at  his  majority  before  the  stay  expired,  and 
after  the  expiration  of  the  stay  he  acknowledged  his  liability,  and 
promised  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  judgment  The  plaintiff  had 
judgment,  and  defendant  moved  for  leave  to  file  a  petition  in 
error. 

Spencer  £  Arthur,  for  the  motion,  cited  1  Parsons  on  Contracts, 
295;  Keaney,  Boycott y  2  H.  Black.  511 ;  Reeve's  Dom.  Rel.  378;i;  2 
Kent's  Com.  236;  1  Mason,  32;  Brigham  on  Infancy,  23;  Swan's 
Treatise,  601-2;  Baker  v.  Lovett,  6  Mass.  78;  Oliver  v.  Houdlet,  13 
id.  237;  Whitney  \,  Dutch,  14 id.  457;  Boston  Banky,  C7iatnberUn, 
15  id.  220;  Cliandlcrw  Mc Kinney ,  6  Mich.  217;  Dunton  v.  Brown, 
31  id.  182  ;  Curiin  v.  Patton,  11  Serg.  &  R  305  ;  Tyler  on  Inf. 
and  Gov.  42,  48  ;  Passenger  R.  R,  Co,  v.  Stutter,  54  Penn.  St.  38C ; 
Story  on  Contracts,  §  57  ;  Hughes  v.  Watson,  10  Ohio,  127  ;  Battye 
V.  Grisley,  8  East,  331. 

Keifer  &  White ^  contra, 

McIlvaine,  J.  The  question  made  is,  was  the  undertaking 
sued  on  absolutely  void,  or  only  voidable.  If  void,  it  was  not 
subject  to  ratification;  if  voidable,  merely,  it  may  be  enforced  after 
ratification. 

Having  considered  this  question  upon  principle,  as  well  as  upon 
authority,  we  are  constrained  to  hold  that  the  undertaking  was. 
voidable  only,  and  that  after  ratification  it  became  a  valid  and  bind- 
ing engagement. 

*8ee  2V)1mv  v.  Wood  028  Mass.  SB),  26  Am.  Bep.  27,  and  note,  80. 
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In  disposing  of  this  case,  we  make  no  note  of  those  principles 
which  control  cases  where  an  infant,  by  reason  of  immaturity  and 
natural  incapacity,  is,  in  fact,  unable  to  assent  to  the  terms  of  an 
alleged  contract.  When  this  undertaking  was  executed  it  contained 
every  element  of  a  valid  contract,  save  only,  that  the  party  was 
under  twenty-one  years  of  age. 

Except  for  necessaries,  the  law  grants  to  infants  immunity  from 
liability  on  their  contracts.  This  immunity  is  intended  for  their 
protection  against  imposition  and  imprudence,  and  is  continued 
after  a  majority  as  a  mere  personal  privilege.  This  privilege  of 
immunity,  after  majority,  is  not  given  because  of  the  actual  or  sup- 
posed incapacity  of  an  infant  to  enter  into  contracts  intelligently 
and  prudently.  If  actual  incapacity  existed,  the  privilege  of 
infancy  would  not  be  needed  for  the  purpose  of  defense.  And  it  is 
contrary  to  our  knowledge  of  human  nature,  that  all  infants  are 
incapable  of  intelligently  and  prudently  entering  into  engagements 
and  assuming  burdens.  It  is  a  matter  of  favor  intended  as  a 
shield  and  compensation  for  the  want  of  that  greater  wisdom  and 
prudence  which  time  and  experience  usually  teach. 

But,  whatever  may  have  been  the  natural  capacity  of  the  infant, 
whenever  he  arrives  at  majority,  a  time  fixed  by  an  arbitrary  rule 
which,  in  the  nature  of  things,  cannot  affect  the  personal  capabili- 
ties of  its  subject,  the  law  presumes  tliat  he  has  acquired  all  the 
wisdom  and  prudence  necessary  for  the  proper  management  of  his 
affairs;  hence,  the  law  imposes  upon  him  full  responsibility  for  all 
his  acts  and  contracts. 

In  this  new  relation,  it  becomes  his  moral  duty,  and  for  its  dis- 
charge he  is  invested  with  legal  capacity,  to  affirm  and  perform,  or 
to  disavow,  at  his  election,  all  his  previous  contracts  of  imperfect 
obligation.  Contracts  for  necessaries  are  of  perfect  obligation, 
and,  therefore,  he  cannot  disaffirm  them.  Contracts  founded 
on  illegal  considerations  are  of  no  obligation,  and,  therefore,  may 
not  be  affirmed. 

The  appointment  of  an  agent  or  atterncy  to  make  contracts  is, 
perhaps,  inconsistent  and  repugnant  to  the  privilege  of  infancy,  for 
the  reason,  among  others  that  might  be  named,  that  it  is  impart- 
ing a  power  which  the  pnncipal  does  not  possess;  that  of  perform- 
ing valid  acts.  But,  outside  of  these  exceptions,  which  are  based 
on  special  grounds,  we  see  no  reason  why  the  power  should  be 
denied,  to  ratify  any  contract  which,  as  an  adult,  he  might  origin- 
VoL.  XXVII  — 63 
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ally  make.  The  power  of  disafHrinance  being  co-extensive,  it  is  all 
that  is  needed  for  his  protection. 

If,  in  the  case  before  us,  the  ratification  had  been  made  by  pay- 
ment instead  of  a  promise  to  pay,  its  binding  effect  would  not  be 
doubted.  Why,  therefore,  should  not  the  promise  to  pay  be  binding 
also  ?  There  is  no  question  about  consideration.  The  consider- 
ation which  supported  the  original  promise  is  sufficient  to  support 
the  ratifying  promise.  The  only  con  ten  tion  here  is,  that  the  original 
promise  was  void  by  reason  of  infancy,  not  for  want  of  considera- 
tion. If,  therefore,  actual  performance  by  payment  would  have 
been  binding,  so  should  the  promise  to  perform;  and  this,  too,  with- 
out regard  to  the  fact  whether  or  not  the  infantile  contract  was 
beneficial  or  prejudicial.  The  principles  of  jurisprudence  are  not 
violated  by  the  performance  of  a  contract  prejudicial  to  the  party. 
Indeed,  a  2>erson,  sui  juris,  is  as  strongly  obligated  by  his  conti-acts 
prejudicial  as  by  those  beneficial  to  himself;  and  the  same  principle 
should  apply  where  a  person,  sui  juris,  ratifies  and  confirms  his 
contract  of  infancy. 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  however,  relies  chiefly  on  the  authority  of 
decided  cases,  and  claims  the  settled  law  to  be  that  all  contracts 
of  an  infant  prejudicial  to  him  are  absolutely  void,  and  that  a  con- 
tract of  suretyship  is  of  that  class. 

In  Swan's  late  treatise,  among  contracts  of  infants,  which  have 
been  decided  to  be  void,  is  mentioned  that  of  suretyship,  but  the 
author,  in  speaking  of  the  state  of  the  authorities,  pithily  and  truth- 
fully remarks,  **What  contracts  of  an  infant  are  void  and  what  are 
merely  voidable,  nobody  knows." 

Keane  v.  Boycott j  2  H.  Black.  511,  decided  in  1705,  appeara  to 
be  a  leading  case.  The  contract  of  an  infant  was  held  in  that  case  to 
bo  voidable  only,  but  in  the  opinion  of  Eyre,  C.  J.,  a  rule  was  stated 
wherein  certain  of  such  contracts  are  said  to  be  void.  The  rule  was 
thus  stated  .  "When  the  court  can  pronounce  the  contract  to  be 
for  the  benefit  of  the  infant,  as  for  necessaries,  it  is  good;  when  to 
his  prejudice,  it  is  void;  and  where  the  contract  is  of  an  uncertain 
nature  as  to  benefit  or  prejudice,  it  is  voidable  only  at  the  election 
of  the  infant."  This  rule,  modified  so  as  to  declare  that  a  contract 
7tecessarily  prejudicial  to  the  infant  is  void,  has  been  adopted  in  many 
later  cases,  both  m  England  and  in  this  country.  But  the  current 
of  more  recent  decisions  repudiates  the  distinction  between  Toid 
and  voidable  contracts,  on  account  of  their  beneficial  or  prejudicial 
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nature^  and  holds  them  all  to  be  voidable  merely;  and  the  more 
recent  decisions  of  courts  still  adhering  to  the  distinction,  hold 
some  contracts  voidable  only,  which  were  before  held  to  be  void. 
Thus,  in  Owen  v.  Long,  112  Mass.  403,  a  surety  contract  was  held 
to  be  voidable  only  for  the  reason  that  such  contract,  as  matter  of 
law,  cannot  be  said  to  be  necessarily  prejudicial  to  the  surety.  Also 
an  account  stated  is  held  to  be  voidable  only.  Williams  v.  ifoor, 
11  M.  &  W.  266.  Also  a  conveyance  by  lease  and  release.  Zouch  y* 
ParsonSy  3  Burrows,  1794. 

The  following  cases  are  to  the  effect  that  an  infant's  contract  of 
suretyship  is  merely  voidable,  and  may  be  ratified.  They  also  show 
with  more  or  less  force  and  directness,  that  the  distinction  between 
joid  and  voidable  contracts  of  infants,  on  the  ground  of  benefit  or 
prejudice,  is  not  sound.  OurtinY.  Patton,  11  Serg.  &  R.  306; 
Hitiely  v.  Margaritz,  3  Barr,  428;  Patchin  v.  CromacA,  13  Vt,  330 ; 
Vaughn  v.  Parr,  20  Ark.  600;  Shropshire  v.  Bums,  46  Ala.  108; 
Williams  \.  Moor,  11  M.  &  W,  256;  Fetrow  v.  Wiseman,  40  Ind. 
148;  Fonda  v.  Van  Home,  15  Wend.  631;  Scott  v.  Buchanan,  11 
Humph.  468;  CoU  v.  Pennoyer,  14  111.  158;  Cummings  v.  Powell, 
8  Tex.  80;  Breckenridge  v.  Ormshy,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  236;  Mustard 
V.  Wohlford's   Heirs,  15  Gratt  329. 

In  Massachusetts,  where  the  doctrine  was  approved  that  the  acts 
of  an  infant  are  void,  which  not  only  apparently  but  neces- 
sarily operate  to  his  prejudice  (Oliver  v.  Houdlet,  13  Mass.  237)^ 
it  was  afterward  said  by  Chief  Justice  Parker,  in  Whitney  v.  Dutch, 
14  Mass.  457  :  ''  Perhaps  it  may  be  assumed  a  principle  that  all 
simple  contracts  by  infants,  which  are  not  founded  on  an  illegal 
consideration,  are  strictly  not  void,  but  only  voidable,  and  may  be 
made  good  by  ratification.  They  remain  a  legal  substratum  for  a 
future  assent,  until  avoided  by  the  infant;  and  if,  instead  of  avoid- 
ing, he  confirm  them,  when  he  has  legal  capacity  to  make  a  con- 
tract, they  are,  in  all  i*espects,  like  contracts  made  by  adults."  And 
in  1840  {Reed  v.  Batchelder,  1  Mete.  559),  Chief  Justice  Shaw  said: 
**  The  question,  what  acts  of  an  infant  are  voidable  and  what  void 
is  not  very  definitely  settled  by  the  authorities;  but,  in  general,  it 
may  be  said  that  the  tendency  of  modem  decisions  is  to  consider 
them  as  voidable,  and  thus  leave  the  infant  to  afSrm  or  disaffirm 
them  when  he  comes  of  age,  as  his  own  views  of  his  interest  may 
lead  him  to  elect." 

So  that  Mr.  Parsons,  in  his  work  on  Contracts,  Vol.  I,  p.  294, 
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Otli  ed.,  says:  "The  better  opinion,  however,  as  may  be  gathered 
from  tlie  latter  case&,  cited  in  our  notes,  seems  to  be  that  an  infant's 
contracts  are,  none  of  them,  or  nearly  none,  absolutely  void;  that 
is,  80  far  void  that  he  cannot  ratify  them  after  he  arrives  at  the  age 
of  legal  majority." 

In  1  American  Leading  Cases,  5th  ed.,  p.  300,  it  is  said:  **  The 
numerous  decisions  which  have  been  had  in  this  country  justify 
tlie  settlement  of  the  following  definite  rule  as  one  that  is  subject 
to  no  exceptions.  The  only  contract  binding  on  an  infant  is  the 
implied  contract  for  necessaries.  The  only  act  which  he  is  under 
a  legal  disability  to  perform  is  the  appointment  of  iin  attorney. 
All  other  acts  and  contracts,  executed  or  executory,  are  voidable 
or  confirmable  by  him  at  his  election,"  on  arriving  at  majority. 
This  rule  has  been  quoted  and  approved  in  14  111.  158,  and  15  Gratt. 
329,  and  we  think  it  embodies  the  better  reason." 

In  the  light  of  principle,  therefore,  as  well  as  by  the  weight  of 
the  later  authorities,  the  whole  question  should  be  thus  resolved: 
The  privilege  of  infancy  is  accorded  for  the  protection  of  the  infant 
from  injury,  resulting  from  imposition  by  others  or  his  own  mdis- 
cretion.  That  object  is  fully  accomplished  by  conferring  on  him 
the  power  to  avoid  his  contracts,  or,  in  other  words,  by  givmg  him 
immunity  from  liability  until  such  contracts  are  ratified  by  himself 
after  arriving  at  full  age.  And,  again,  that  an  adult,  laboring 
under  no  disability,  may  perform  his  unexecuted  contracts  of 
infancy,  whether  they  be  beneficial  or  prejudicial  to  him,  and  that 
he  will  be  bound  by  such  performance,  we  think,  is  a  proposition 
too  plain  to  be  doubted.  If,  therefore,  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
facts,  he  ratifies  and  affirms  them,  being  moved  thereto  by  his  own 
sense  of  right  and  duty,  he  should^  in  law^  as  in  morals,  be  bound 
to  their  performanoe. 

MiftiQ9$  averrukd. 
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(31  Ohio  St.  IfS.) 
CcTUraet  — fraud — innolmency  as  evidence  of, 

A  contract  for  the  purchase  of  goods  on  credit,  made  with  intent  on  the 
part  of  the  purchaser  not  to  pay  for  them,  is  fraudulent ;  and  if  the  pur- 
chaser has  no  reasonable  expectation  of  being  able  to  pay,  it  is  equivalent 
to  an  intention  not  to  pay. 

But  where  the  purchaser  intends  to  pay  and  has  reasonable  expectations  of 
being  able  to  do  so,  the  contract  if  not  fraudulent,  although  the  purchaser 
knows  himself  to  be  insolvent  and  does  not  disclose  it  to  the  vendor,  who  is 
ignorant  of  the  fact.     {See  note,  p.  504.) 


M 


OTION  for  leave  to  file   a  petition  in  error.    The  opinion 
suflSciently  states  the  point. 


Hutchhis  &  Campbell^  for  the  motion,  cited  Stephenson  v.  Hatty 
4  Bing.  476  ;  Irving  v.  Motly^  7  id.  543  ;  Bristol  v.  Wilamore,  1  B. 
&  C.  514;  Load  v.  Green,  15  M.  &  W.  216;  Ferguson  v.  Carrington, 
9  B.  &  C.  59 ;  Kilhy  v.  WilsoUy  R.  &  M.  178;  Hawse  v.  Crowe,  id. 
414;  Ford  v.  Atwater,  1  Root,  58;  Stewart  v.  Bmerson,  52  N.  H. 
301  ;  Conyers  v.  Ennis,  2  Mason,  239  ;  Powell  v.  Bradlee  <£  Co,,  9 
G.  &  J.  (Md.)  220  ;  Johnson  v.  Monell,  2  Abb.  Dec.  470  ;  Durell  v. 
Haley,  1  Pai.  492 ;  Seligman  v.  Kalknum,  8  Cal.  207  ;  Bell  v.  Ellis, 
33  id.  620 ;  Donaldson  v.  Fartaell,  93  U.  S.  631 ;  Byrd  v.  Hall,  2 
Keyes,  647 ;  N^oble  v.  Adams,  7  Taunt.  59 ;  Kilhy  v.  Wilson,  Ryan 
&  Moody,  178;  Bristol  v.  Wilsmore,  1  Barn.  &  Ores.  514. 

Henderson  <&  Klein,  contra. 

McIlvaine,  J.  The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  is  that 
the  failare  of  DeForrest  &  Son,  at  the  time  of  making  the  pur- 
chase, to  disclose  the  fact  that  their  liabilities  were  largely  in 
excess  of  the  value  of  their  assets,  was,  in  law,  such  a  fraud  nj^on 
the  plaintiff  as  warranted  him  in  avoiding  the  contract,  and 
reclaiming  the  goods. 

An  intention  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  of  goods  not  to  pay 
for  them,  existing  at  the  time  of  purchase,  and  concealed  from 
the  vendor,  is,  unquestionably,  such  a  fraud  as  will  vitiate  the  con- 
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tract.  But  it  is  as  certainly  true,  on  the  other  hand,  that,  wliere 
no  such  fraudulent  intent  exists,  the  mere  fact  that  the  purchaser 
has  knowledge  that  his  debts  exceed  his  assets,  though  the  fact 
be  unknown  and  undisclosed  to  the  vendor,  will  not  vitiate  the 
purchase. 

Whether,  therefore,  a  contract  of  purchase,  where  the  purchaser 
fails  to  disclose  his  Known  insolvency,  is  fraudulent  or  not,  depends 
on  the  intention  of  the  purchaser;  and  whether  that  intention  was 
to  pay  or  not  to  pay  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  not  a  question  of 
law. 

In  the  solution  of  this  question,  though  it  be  one  of  fact,  it  is 
true,  however,  that  certain  presumptions  arise,  which  are  entitled 
to  consideration  and  force.  Thus,  while  it  may  be  said  that  fraud 
must  bo  proved,  and  will  not  be  presumed,  there  is  a  presumption 
that  every  reasonable  person  anticipates  and  intends  the  ordinary 
and  probable  consequences  of  kno^n  causes  and  conditions.  Hence, 
if  a  purchaser  of  goods  has  knowledge  of  his  own  insolvency,  and 
of  his  inability  to  pay  for  them,  his  intention  not  to  pay  should  be 
presumed.  I  would  go  a  step  further,  and  hold  that  an  insolvent 
purchaser,  without  reasonable  expectations  of  ability  to  pay,  should 
be  presumed  to  intend  not  to  pay.  Indeed,  I  would  not  deny  that 
an  intention  not  to  pay  might  be  inferred  from  the  mere  fact  that 
the  purchaser  had  undisclosed  knowledge  of  his  gross  insolvency; 
but,  in  such  case,  the  inference  may  be  rebutted  by  other  facts  and 
circumstances. 

It  is  claimed  that,  in  good  morals,  a  purchaser,  knowing  him- 
self to  be  insolvent,  should  not  accept  credit  from  one  ignorant  of 
the  fact.  Whether  this  proposition  be  true  or  not,  it  is  enough  to 
say  that  the  law,  in  its  practical  morality,  does  not  afford  a  remedy 
for  the  violation  of  every  moral  duty.  While,  therefore,  a  pur- 
chase of  goods  by  an  insolvent  vendee,  who  conceals  his  insolvency, 
with  intent  to  injure  the  vendor,  is  fraudulent  and  voidable,  yet  a 
purchase  under  like  circumstances,  save  only  that  such  intent  is 
absent,  is  not,  in  law,  fraudulent. 

If  the  rule  of  law  be  not  as  stated,  and  the  intent  to  injure  be 
not  of  the  essence  of  the  fraud  in  such  case,  then  it  would  be 
wholly  immaterial  whether  the  insolvency  of  the  purchaser  wjis 
known  to  himself;  and  the  rule  would  be  that  all  sales  to  an  insol- 
vent purchaser,  where  the  insolvency  is  unknown  to  the  vendor, 
are  fraudulent  and  voidable.     For  such  a  rule  no  one  would  con- 
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tend.  All  would  admit  that  knowledge  by  the  purchaser  of  his 
own  insolvency  is  necessary  to  establish  the  fraud.  But  such 
knowledge,  of  itself,  is  entirely  innocent  It  is  only  where  con- 
nected with  the  concealment  of  the  fact  that  fraud  is  shown.  The 
simple  failure  to  disclose  a  fact,  however,  is  not  equivalent  to  its 
concealment.  The  latter  implies  a  purpose  —  a  design;  the  former 
does  not.  If,  then,  such  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser 
be  necessary  to  make  out  a  fraud,  it  is  because  it  becomes  the 
predicate  of  an  intent  —  and  intent  to  injure. 

True,  the  decisions  of  different  courts  upon  this  question  are 
not  uniform.  The  discrepancies,  however,  are  not  so  much  on  the 
point  whether  a  fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  is 
necessary  to  avoid  the  purchase,  as  to  the  question  of  conclusive- 
ness, under  the  circumstances  of  each  case,  of  the  inference  of 
fraudulent  intent,  from  the  facts  that  the  purchaser  had  knowledge 
of  his  insolvency,  and  failed  to  disclose  it  to  the  vendor.  There  is 
no  well-considered  case,  so  far  as  I  have  examined  the  authorities, 
which  holds  that  fraud  is  conclusively  presumed  from  these  facts 
alone.  Where,  in  addition,  it  is  shown  that  the  appearance  and 
circumstances  of  the  purchaser  indicate  solvency  and  wealth,  there 
are  cases  which  hold  the  inference  of  fraudulent  intent  to  be  con- 
clusive. Of  course,  we  admit  that  if  the  appearance  of  solvency 
be  assumed  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving,  as  in  1  Boot,  58,  the  exist- 
ence of  fraud  is  actually  shown;  but  we  think  that  where  such 
appearance  is  entirely  innocent  the  question  of  the  existence  of 
fraud  is  still  open  to  further  inquiry. 

From  these  views,  how  stands  the  case  before  us?  At  the  date 
of  the  contract,  De  Forrest  &  Son  were  largely  insolvent.  They  had 
knowledge  of  the  fact,  and  did  not  disclose  it  to  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  ignorant  of  it.  They  were  also  in  possession  of  a  large  stock 
of  merchandise,  and  were  doing  an  extensive  business.  From  these 
facts,  it  might  well  be  inferred  that  they  intended  to  obtain  the 
plaintiff's  goods  without  paying  for  them;  at  least,  that  they  had 
no  reasonable  expectation  of  being  able  to  pay  for  them  at  the 
maturity  of  their  promise.  If  the  court  below  had  so  found,  we 
would  not  disturb  the  finding ;  and,  for  aught  that  appears,  the 
court  would  have  so  found,  if  no  other  fact  had  appeared  in  the 
case. 

But  there  was  other  testimony,  tending  to  prove  that  De  Forrest 
&  Son  did,  in  fact,  intend  to  pay  for  the  goods,  according  to  the 
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terms  of  their  agreement,  and  that,  under  all  the  eircumstanoes. 
they  miglit  reasonably  have  expected  to  be  able  to  do  so.  It  is 
quite  sure  that  they  could  not  reasonably  have  expected  to  be 
able,  at  that  time,  to  pay  all  their  indebtedness;  but,  in  our  opinion, 
it  was  not  esseiitiul  to  the  good  faith  of  the  transaction,  that  there 
should  have  been  reasonable  grounds  for  the  latter  expectation  ;  it 
was  enough,  if  they  reasonably  expected  to  be  able  to  pay  for  the 
goods  in  question  at  maturity. 

It  is  quite  clear,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  appearances  of 
wealth  whinh  surrounded  the  purchasers  were  entirely  innocent 
It  may  bo  that  the  plaintiff  was  misled  by  these  appearances  ;  but, 
upon  this  ground,  he  cannot  complain  of  fraud.  Where  an  insol- 
vent merchant  is  engaged  in  an  honest  effort  to  retrieve  his  fortunes, 
the  appearance  of  wealth  indicated  by  his  stock  in  trade  is  not 
equivalent  to  a  representation  of  solvency;  and  one  who  gives  him 
credit  without  inquiry,  has  no  right  to  complain  of  fraud. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  discharging  the 
functions  of  a  jury,  to  weigh  all  the  testimony;  and  having  done 
so,  and  found  that  there  was  no  intent  to  defraud  in  the  transac- 
tion, we,  as  a  reviewing  court,  cannot  say  that  the  District  Court 
erred  in  not  finding  that  the  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas  was 
manifestly  against  the  evidence. 

Motion  overruled. 

Note  bt  the  Rbportbr.  —  While  the  PennsylTanift  cases.  Smith  t.  Smithy  SI  Penn.  St. 
367;  BicketWuisi  v.  Sprichrr,  31  id.  884,  are  the  other  way,  the  authorities  are  strongly  in 
favor  of  the  proposition  that  a  purchase  made  when  the  purchaser  knows  he  is  insolvent, 
and  with  the  preconceived  purpose  not  to  pay,  is  void,  even  though  there  may  not  have 
been,  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  any  fraudulent  representations.  DondUimn  v.  FarwelU 
ffi  U.  S.  681 ;  Poivcil  V.  Brofllee,  9  GiU  &  J.  280 ;  Ayrea  v.  French,  41  Conn.  148 ;  NietioU  v. 
MicJiael,  83  N.  Y.264;  Henneqtdn  v.  Naylnr.  24  id.  139;  Devoe  v.  Brandt,  58  id.  468;  WrigM 
V.  BrnwHy  67  id.  1 ;  ])*nr  v.  Sinibom,  3  Allen,  181;  Ex  parU  WhiUaker^  L.  R.,  10  Ch.  App. 
446. 

In  NichfAs  v.  Miduwl,  23  N.  Y.  264,  the  court  charged  that  "  if  Pinner  was  insolvent,  and 
concealed  the  fact  of  his  insolvency  with  the  design  of  procuring  the  goods  and  not  pay- 
ing for  them,  it  was  a  fraud  which  rendered  the  sale  void,  if  the  plaintiff  so  chose  to 
regard  it;"  "if  the  jury  find  no  other  fraud  in  the  case  than  the  omission  of  Pinner  to 
disclose  his  in;4olveiicy,  it  will  not  be  sufficient  to  avoid  the  sale;'*  ^'  false  representations 
in  the  case  may  be  sufficient  to  avoid  the  sale  without  being  such  as  would  be  indictable 
under  the  statute  against  false  pretenses."  Hdil,  correct.  The  New  York  cases  are  not 
much  reasoned  on  this  point. 

In  Avrcs  v.  PreficK  41  CJonn.  142,  the  court  say  that  it  is  not  always  necessary,  to  con- 
stitute fraud,  that  the  party  must  make  a  false  statement  as  to  some  nmterial  existing 
fAct,  knowing  it  to  be  false.  If  a  man  purchases  goods  with  a  preconceived  design  not  to 
pay  for  them,  he  is  guilty  of  fraud.  Citing  Read  v.  Hutchinson,  8  Camp.  868;  Noble  v 
Adams,  7  Taunt.  50 :  BrMnl  v  WHsmore,  1  Bam.  &  Cress.  514 ;  Kflby  r.  Wilson,  Ry.  Sr 
Mood.  ITS ;  HawHf  v.  Cmtoe.  id.  414  ;  Fergustm  v.  Oirrington,  9  Bam.  ft  Oress.  59  ;  Dow 
r.  Sanborn,  3  Allen,  181  ;  IlaU  v.  NayUtr,  18  N.  Y.  588. 
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In  Dow  T.  Sanlxym,  8  Allen,  182,  the  court  say  :  "  We  can  entertain  no  doubt  that  when 
goods  are  purchased  with  a  preconceived  intention  not  to  pay  for  them,  this  is  a  fraud 
upon  the  voider  which  will  entitle  him  to  repudiate  the  sale.  Such  is  the  doctrine  of  the 
E^iglish  authorities;  and,  although  it  has  been  questioned  in  some  recent  cases  in  Penn- 
^rlvania  and  New  York«  it  rests  upon  sound  principles  of  morality  and  law.  In  such  a 
case,  the  fraudulent  party  pretends  to  be  a  purchaser  when  he  is  not,  but  is,  in  faci, 
attempting  to  obtain  possession  of  the  property  dishonestly,  with  a  view  to  deprive  him 
of  it  without  consideration.  As  far  as  the  buyer  is  concerned,  the  whole  sale  is  a  mere 
fiction,  a  delusion  imposed  upon  the  seller  to  induce  him  to  part  with  the  possession.  If  it 
be  said  tiiat  a  mere  intention  does  not  constitute  fraud,  the  answer  is  that  the  purchase 
with  such  a  fraudulent  intention  is  a  fraudulent  intention.  In  its  moral  quality  it  is  hard 
to  distinguish  it  from  a  larceny/^  Neither  in  the  opinion  nor  in  the  citations  of  counsel  is 
there  any  warrant  for  lunking  New  York  with  Pennsylvania  on  this  question. 

The  adjudications  on  this  subject  are  reviewed  in  StevHirt  v.  EmermiL,  62  N.  H.  801,  where 
it  is  held  tliat  the  intent  not  to  pay  and  the  concealment  of  that  intent,  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase,  constitute  a  fraud  which  will  except  the  debt  from  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy. 

In  ]>inaldtu)n  v.  FarwelU  98  U.  S.  681,  the  question  Is  not  discussed,  but  the  court  say 
that  the  fraudulent  concealment  of  the  insolvency  and  the  intent  not  to  pay  constitute  a 
fraud  sufficient  to  warrant  a  disaffirmance  of  the  contract,  if  no  innocent  third  party  has 
intervened. 

MuUikeiiY.MUlar^  decided  in  March  last  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Rhode  Island,  affords 
a  useful  illustration  as  to  what  evidence  of  fraud  by  a  purchaser  will  be  sufficient  to  enable 
the  vendor  to  annul  the  sale.  It  appeared  that  Millar,  through  his  agent,  purchased  certain 
merchandise  on  credit,  and  the  day  after  its  delivery  made  a  general  assignment  to  T.  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors.  As  his  liabilities  were  large  and  his  assets  small,  the  vendor,  after 
demand  on  T.,  brought  truver  for  the  merchandise.  It  was  held  tliat  it  was  not  necessary 
for  the  plaintiff  to  show  a  particular  intent  on  the  part  of  Millar  to  defraud  in  the  particu- 
lar transaction  in  question.  That  it  was  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  satisfy  tlie  jury  of 
a  general  intent  on  his  part  to  defraud  by  continumg  to  purchase  on  credit  after  he  had  be^ 
come  hopelessly  insolvent,  and  that  the  intervention  of  the  agent  was  immaterial.  The  court 
said :  **  It  may  be  that  Millar,  having  become  hopelessly  insolvent,  had  made  up  his  mind  to 
go  on  making  purchases  as  usual,  intending  not  to  pay  for  them,  but  to  accumulate  assets 
for  his  assignment.  If,  with  such  mind  and  intention,  Millar  had  pei^nally  bought  the  oil, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  would  have  had  the  right  to  disaffirm  the  sale  for 
fraud  and  reclaim  the  property.  The  transaction  would  have  clearly  involved  a  precon- 
ceived design  to  purchase  and  not  pay,  which  has  been  repeatedly  decided  to  be  fraudulent ; 
Benjamin  on  Sales,  i  440,  note;  Stewart  v.  Entermn^  62  N.  H.  801;  Lupin  v.  Marie^  b  Wend. 
77 ;  Ferinwui  v.  Carringtoih,  9  U.  «&  C.  69 ;  Lttad  v.  Green,  16  M.  &  W.  216.  And  can  it  b.' 
held  that  it  was  any  less  a  fraud  for  Millar  to  alJow  his  agent  to  go  on  making  the  pur- 
chases, simply  because  he  did  not  know  what  particular  purchase  the  agent  was  going  to 
make;  or  of  what  particular  person  the  agent  was  going  to  make  them,  although  he  knew 
generally  that  it  was  in  the  usual  course  of  the  business  for  the  agent  to  make  such  pur- 
chases? We  think  not.  The  dishonest  mind  and  purpose  would  exist  in  both  transactions, 
being  merely  more  direct  and  specific  in  the  one  than  in  the  other,  and  any  definition  of 
fraud  which  should  not  include  both,  would  leave  a  wide  margin  for  the  operation  of  th«? 
fraudulent.'' 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Smith  v.  Smith,  21  Penn.  St.  867,  the  court  say  :  ''An  intention 
not  to  pay  is  dishonest,  but  it  is  not  fraudulent.  The  law  provides  an  action  on  the  con- 
tract as  the  remedy  for  just  such  dishonesty.  And  it  is  no  more  fraudulent  to  have  such 
an  intention  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  than  at  the  time  when  payment  ought  to  be  made. 
Snch  intention  by  itself  is  disregarded  by  the  law,  for  it  can  be  set  aside  by  the  usual  con- 
tract  remedies.  Nor  does  insolvency  make  a  sale  voidable  after  delivery .  If  such  were  the 
law,  there  is  no  calculating  the  suspicions  and  disputes  which  it  would  nourish.  If  it  were 
so  the  law  of  stoppage  in  tranMtu  would  be  effectually  abolished  by  one  of  a  much  more 
sweeping  character.  Nor  does  insolvency  combined  with  an  intention  not  to  pay.  for  it  is 
no  more  fraudulent  in  an  insolvent,  than  in  a  perfectly  solvent  man,  to  have  such  an  inten- 
tion. The  buyer's  knowledge  of  his  insolvency  would  be  quite  as  dangerous  a  test  of  fraud, 
for  it  mfght  always  be  inferred  from  the  fact  of  insolvency,  and  from  the  presumption  that 
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erery  man  is  acquainted  with  his  own  affairs.  If  the  fact  of  buying  implies  an  assertion  of 
solvency,  then  every  contract  by  a  nian  in  failing  circumstances  can  be  made  fraudulent ; 
for  to  this  implied  assertion  a  jury  might  add  the  inference  that  he  had  investigated  his 
affairs  and  knew  hip  insolvency,  or  had  not,  and  knew  his  ignorance :  and  then  might  fol- 
low, just  as  logically,  the  inference  of  intention  not  to  pay.  Thus  all  the  elements  of  fraud 
contained  in  the  proposition  under  consideration  may  be  Inferred  from  the  mere  fact  of  a 
subsequent  failure,  and  the  contract  is  avoided  for  a  constructive,  rather  than  an  actual 
fraud." 

In  Bell  v.  KUU,  33  Cal.  630,  there  is  a  dicttun  agreeing  with  Smith  v.  Smithy  but  the  decis- 
ion is  put  on  another  ground. 

Excepting,  therefore,  the  Pennsylvania  cases,  we  find  the  doctrine  universal  that  the  com 
bined  insolvency  and  intent  not  to  pay,  with  the  fraudulent  concealment  of  those  matters, 
constitute  such  fraud  as  will  annul  the  sale.  The  oases  generally  cited  to  the  contrary  only 
hold  that  the  one  or  the  other  of  these  circumstances  alone  will  not  have  that  effect.  See 
remarks  of  Skldek,  J.,  NichtAs  v.  MiehaeU  28  N.  T.  S74.  The  oases  are  uniform  that  mere 
concealment  of  insolvency  will  not  sufBoe,  and  Ifr.  Parsons  thinks  the  mere  concealed  in- 
tent not  to  pay  will  not,  because  if  the  purchaser  has  the  ability  he  may  be  made  to  pay. 
8  Pars,  on  Cent.  366,  marg. 


Berry  v.  The  State, 

(Bl  Ohio  St.  319.) 

Criminal  law  —  larceny  —  taking  and  eoncealing  property  to  get  reward. 

The  wrongful  taking  and  carrying  away  of  the  property  of  another,  without 
his  consent,  with  intent  to  conceal  it  until  the  owner  oifera  a  reward  for  its 
return,  and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  reward,  is  larceny. 


I 


NDICTMENT  for    larceny.      The  opinion    sufficiently  states 
the  point. 


C,  H.  Sci'ibnerf  for  plaintiff  in  error,  cited,  as  to  what  is  larceny, 
and  how  far  the  intent  to  convert  the  thing  taken  to  the  use  of  the 
taker  is  an  ingredient  of  it.  2  East's  Crim.  L.  553,  662  ;  2  Russell  on 
Crimes  (6th  cd.),  2,  8  :  Hannoii's  Casey  2  Leach,  1089  ;  Reg,  v. 
Halloway,  2  Car.  &  K.  945 ;  Wharton's  Crim.  Law  (3d  ed.),  640, 
646  :  Eoscoe's  Crim.Ev.  (7th  ed.)  621  ;  2  Arch.  Crim.  Pr.,  Water- 
man's, 361-363,  note,  366,  367 ;  3  Greenl.  Ev.,  §§150, 157 ;  2  Bishop 
on  Crim.  Law,  §§  862,  863,  869  ;  Rex  v.  Crump,  1  C.  &  P.  658  ;  11 
E.  C.  L.  516  ;  RexY.  Dickinson,  Russ.  &  Ryan,  410  ;  Qvsen  v.  HoU 
hway,  1  Den.  C.  C.  370;  Rex  v.  Phillips  &  Strong,  2  East's  PL 
Cr.,  ch.  16,  §  98  ;  Rex  v.  Well,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  431  ;  Rex.  v.  WMaki^i, 
Russ.  &  Ry.  333  n;  Reg.  v.  York,  1  Den.  C.  C.  335 ;  Reg.  v.  Gard- 
ner, 9  Cox's  C.  C.  253 ;  Reg.  v.  Poole,  Dears.  &  B.  C.  C.  345  ;  Reg. 
V.  Wright,  Old  Bailey,  1828  ;  Cor.  C.  L.  278,  279 ;  Reg.  v.  Guernsey, 
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1  Post  &  Fin.  394  ;  State  v.  South,  4  Dutch.  28 ;  McDaniel  v.  The 
State,  8  Sm.  &  M.  401 ;  Witt  v.  State,  9  Mo.  672  ;  State  v.  Hawkins, 
8  Port.  461 ;  State  v.  Bonwell,  2  Earring.  529  ;  State  v.  York,  5  id. 
493 ;  State  v.  Self,  1  Bay.  242 ;  U,  S.  v.  i)wr>fc5e,  1  McAl.  196  ;  Reg. 
V.  Cabbage,  R.  &  R.  292 ;  Rex  v.  ifor/f/,  id.  307  ;  Hamilton  v.  /S/rt/e, 
36  Miss.  214  ;  Dignowitty  v.  State,  17  Tex.  521 ;  State  v.  Broton,  3 
Strobh.  (S.  C.  L.)  508  ;  People  v.  /warcz,  28  Cal.  380  ;  Arch.  Crim. 
Prac.  375,  376,  391  ;  Alexa^ider  v.  The  State,  12  Tex.  540  ;  Com- 
monwealth  v.  Masoti,  105  Mass.  163 ;  Rex  v.  Phillips,  2  East's  P. 
C.  662  ;  Rex  v.  Dickinson,  Russ.  &  Ry.  420  ;  Reg.  v.  5a//,  1  Denn. 
381;  Reg.  v.  Manning,  14  Eng.  Law  &  Eq.  548;  Reg.  v.  ffDonnell, 
Cox's  C.  C.  337. 

BoYNTON,  J.  [Omitting  preliminary  questions.]  That  the 
two  geldings  were  wrongfully  taken  from  the  owner,  without 
his  consent,  concealed  and  secreted  in  the  woods  some  three 
miles  distant,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  reward  which  the 
parties  to  the  transaction  expected  would  be  offered  for  their  re- 
turn ;  and  that  the  result  contemplated  was  accomplished  by  their 
return  and  a  receipt  of  the  reward,  in  the  meantime  offered,  are 
facts  clearly  proved.  They  are  almost  a  necessary  result  of  the 
verdict.  The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was,  and  his  position 
now  is,  not  that  such  taking  with  such  intent  was  not  shown,  but 
that  such  taking  with  such  intent  was  not  larceny  or  horse  steal- 
ing, under  the  statute.  If  mistaken  in  this,  if  the  intent  thus  dis- 
closed in  connection  with  the  acts  committed  constitutes,  in  law, 
the  crime  of  larceny,  it  is  entirly  immaterial  whether  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  court  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  certain  established  facts 
upon  the  question  of  intent  were  correct  or  not.  This  leads  us  to 
inquire  into  the  correctness  of  the  instructions  given,  and  those 
requested  and  refused,  in  view  of  the  facts  developed  at  the  trial. 
The  statute  declares,  **  that  if  any  person  shall  steal  any  .  .  . 
gelding  ...  of  any  value,  .  .  .  every  person  so  offend- 
ing shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.  Having  no  statu- 
tory definition  of  the  word  "steal,"  we  ntust  gather  its  import  and 
meaning  from  the  common  law. 

The  substantial  difference  between  the  instruction  given  to  the 
jury,  and  the  one  requested  and  refused,  may  be  stated  in  a  few 
words.  The  court  held,  in  effect,  and  so  advised  the  jury,  that  if 
the  geldings  were   wrongfully  taken    without  the  consent  of  the 
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owner,  with  intent  to  conceal  and  secrete  them,  until  a  reward  was 
offered  for  their  return,  and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  such  re- 
ward, such  taking  was  larceny.  The  request  refused  embodied 
the  converse  of  this  proposition.  We  think  the  instruction  wa^? 
right.  It  is  not  easy  to  reconcile  the  various  definitions  of  larceny 
given  by  text  writers,  and  tlie  authorities.  See  2  Bish.  Cr.  L.,  § 
758,  note.  In  2  East's  Crown  Law,  553,  it  is  defined  to  be,  "  the 
wrongful  or  fraudulent  taking  and  carrying  away,  by  any  person, 
of  the  mere  personal  goods  of  another,  from  any  place,  with  a  fe- 
lonious intent  to  convert  them  to  his  (the  taker's)  own  use,  and 
make  them  his  own  property,  without  the  consent  of  the  owner.'* 
Mr.  Baron  Parke,  in  commenting  on  this  definition,  held  it  in- 
complete in  not  defining  the  meaning  of  the  term  '*  felonious," 
and  declared  the  taking  must  be,  not  only  wrongful  and  fraudu- 
lent, but  also  **  without  color  of  right,"  and  tliat  ^*  there  must 
be  an  intention  to  deprive  the  owner  wholly  of  his  property." 
Regina  v.  Holloway,  1  Den.  C.  C.  370. 

The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  is  that  the  facts  established  at  the 
trial  did  not  bring  the  case  within  the  rule  thus  stated,  inasmuch 
as  there  was  no  intention  to  deprive  tlie  owner  wholly  or  perma- 
nently of  his  property.  In  an  exact  sense,  it  is  not  true  that  an 
intent  to  appropriate  permanently  the  property  taken  is  a  neces- 
sary ingredient  in  the  crime  of  larceny,  if  by  permanent  appro- 
priation is  meant  keeping  the  specific  property  from  the  possession 
of  the  owner.  If  A  wrongfully  takes  from  B,  without  his  consent, 
a  bushel  of  wheat,  and  returns  and  sells  it  to  B,  no  one  will  contend 
that  the  fact  that  the  wheat  was  thus  returned,  and  intended  to  bo 
so  returned  when  taken,  relieves  the  act  of  taking  of  its  felonious 
character.  In  such  case,  the  offense  of  larceny  would  be  as  com- 
plete as  if  the  wheat  had  been  sold  to  a  stranger.  So.  if  the  geld- 
ings taken  in  the  case  at  bar  had  been  disguised,  returned  and  sold 
to  the  owner  in  pursuance  of  a  purpose  formed  when  they  were 
taken,  that  the  transaction  would  have  constituted  larceny  cannot  be 
doubted.  Yet,  in  respect  to  the  fraudulent  character  of  the  trans- 
action, or  in  point  of  moral  obliquity,  it  would  be  diflBcult  to  dis- 
tinguish it  from  the  case  here  made.  The  only  possible  difference 
in  the  two  cases  is,  that  in  the  one  there  would  be  an  intent  to  con- 
vert the  whole  value  of  the  property,  and  in  the  other  only  a  part. 
But  in  this  case  there  was  an  utter  absence  of  intention  to  restore- 
the  property  unless  money  was  paid  for  its  restoration.     There  was 
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no  evidence  tending  to  show  a  purpose  to  return  the  property 
unless  a  reward  was  offered  therefor.  A  return,  at  all  events,  was 
not  designed.  It  is  true  that  all  parties  concerned  in  the  taking 
contemplated  and  expected  that  the  owner  would  offer  such  reward; 
but  the  purpose  to  return  was  founded  wholly  on  the  contingency 
that  a  reward  would  be  offered,  and  unless  the  contingency 
happened  the  conversion  wus  complete.  Whether  an  intent  to 
return  at  some  remote  period  of  time,  in  case  no  reward  was  offered, 
would  have  reduced  the  transaction  to  a  lesser  offense,  we  have  not 
considered.  See  note  to  Reg.  v.  IToUoivay,  above  cited.  In  ReginaY, 
Spurgeon,  2  Cox's  C.C.  102,  where  property  was  temporarily  depos- 
ited by  the  owner  in  a  public  room,  and  was  taken  away  by  the 
prisoner  for  the  purpose  of  exacting  a  reward  for  its  restoration, 
•jhe  jury  being  of  the  opinion  that  he  would  not  have  restored  it 
without  such  reward,  it  was  held  to  be  larceny. 

In  Reg.  v.  (f  Donnelly  7  Cox's  C.  C.  337,  it  was  held  that  if  prop- 
erty be  taken  with  the  intention  of  holding  it  until  the  rightful 
owner  should  pay  a  certain  sum,  and  obliging  such  payment,  the 
offense  of  larceny  was  complete. 

In  Tlis  Queen  v.  Rally  5  British  Crown  Cases,  389,  the  prisoner 
took  a  quantity  of  fat  from  A,  removed  ic  to  another  room,  and  in 
a  short  time  offered  to  sell  it  to  A  as  the  fat  of  one  Robinson,  a 
butcher.  It  was  held  that  he  was  guilty  of  larceny.  Regina  v. 
Manning,  1  Dearsly's  C.  C.  21,  is  to  the  same  effect.  See,  also, 
Regina  v.  Gardner,  9  Cox's  C.  C.  253. 

In  Regina  v.  Peters,  1  Car.  &  Kir.  245,  it  was  held,  "  that  if  a 
person  drop  a  chattel,  and  another  find  it  and  take  it  away  with 
intention  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use,  and  only  restores  it 
because  a  reward  is  offered,  he  is  guilty  of  larceny. 

In  OommonweaUh  v.  Mason,  105  Mass.  163;  7  Am.  Rep.  507,  it 
was  held,  that  taking  a  horse  while  trespassing  upon  the  taker's 
premises,  with  intent  to  conceal  it  until  the  owner  should  offer  a 
reward  for  its  return,  and  then  to  return  it  and  claim  the  reward, 
or  with  intent  to  induce  the  owner  to  sell  it  astray  for  less  than  its 
value,  is  larceny.  Morton,  J.,  said:  '*We  think  that  when  a 
person  takes  property  of  another,  with  the  intent  to  deprive  the 
owner  of  a  portion  of  the  property  taken,  or  of  its  value,  such 
intent  is  felonious  and  the  taking  is  larceny."  And  again:  ^'The 
jury  must  have  found,  under  the  instruction  given  them,  that  the 
defendant  took  the  horse  with  intent  to  conceal  and  retain  it  until 
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be  could  obtain  ^  reward  from  tbe  owner,  or  until  he  could  effect 
a  purchase  from  him  at  a  price  less  than  its  real  value.  The  intent 
in  either  contingency  was  to  deprive  the  owner  of,  and  appropriate 
to  liis  own  use,  a  portion  of  the  value  of  the  property.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  upon  principle,  and  the  weight  of  the  authorities,  the 
taking  with  such  intent  was  larceny.*' 

Mr.  Bishop,  in  2  Crim.  I^aw,  §  841  (a),  says:  "  The  doctrine 
Koonis  to  be  both  in  principle  and  authority,  that  if  the  intent  is 
not  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the  whole  thing  but  of  a  part  of  it, 
or  a  part  interest  in  it,  the  transaction  will  be  larceny."  See,  also, 
2  Whart.  Crim.  Law,  §  1781  ei  seq, 

Regina  v.  Holloway,  so  much  relied  on  by  plaintiff's  counsel,  wa& 
this.  The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  some  dressed  skins  of 
leather.  A  special  verdict  was  returned  showing  that  **  the  prisoner 
took  the  skins,  not  with  the  intent  to  sell  or  dispose  of  them,  but 
to  bring  them  in  and  charge  them  as  his  own  work  and  to  get  paid 
by  his  master  for  them."  The  skins  had  been  dressed  by  another 
workman  and  not  by  the  prisoner.     It  was  held  not  to  be  larceny. 

In  the  case  of  Regina  v.  PooU,  1  Dears.  &  Bell's  C.  C.  347.  similar 
in  principle  to  Regina  v.  Bollowag,  Compton,  J.,  referring  to  the 
latter  case,  said  :  ^'  I  confess  I  am  not  so  clear  as  to  the  principle 
of  that  decision.  If  this  had  been  the  first  time  the  point  had 
been  raised,  I  should  have  been  inclined  to  think  that  there  was 
suflScient  here  to  make  out  the  hicri  oaum."  Whether  this  criti- 
cism is  just  or  not,  that  case  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  the 
present 

[Omitting  unimportant  questions.] 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Berea  Stone  Company  v.  Keaft. 

(81  Ohio  St.  887.) 
Master  and  servant — negligence  —  superior  servant. 

The  master  is  liable  for  an  injurj  to  a  servant  resalting  from  tbe  negligence 
of  a  superior  servant,  while  the  latter  is  discharging  the  duties  of  one 
under  his  control,  to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  act  causing  the  injury  had 
been  committed  by  an  inferior  servant  under  his  directions.* 

•  See  Malnne  v.  ffathaway  (64  N.  T.  6),  21  Am.  Rep.  673  and  note,  579;  Brothers  ▼.  Oart- 
ter  (52  Mo.  378),  14  Am.  Rep.  4S4 ;  Jf tiTlan  ▼.  PhOa,,  ete,y  SttamtiMp  Co.  (78  Penn.  8t  «l^ 
?1  Am .  Rep.  8  and  note,  7. 
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MOTION  for  leave  to  file  a  i)etition  in  error.  Action  of  negli- 
gence, for  injuries  to  plaintiff's  person  while  in  the  defend- 
ant's employment  and  engaged  in  loading  stone  upon  its  cars, 
through  the  negligence  of  the  agents  and  servants  of  the  company 
"  in  the  selection,  use  and  employment  of  unsafe,  insecure  and  dan- 
gerous implements  and  machinery  for  the  purpose  of  loading  the 
said  stone  upon  cars  for  transportation,  and  .  .  .  allowing  to 
drop  a  large  stone,  of  about  three  thousand  pounds  weight,  upon 
the  plaintiff's  foot,  whereby  he  became  permanently  injured."  Ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff.  The  company  was  engaged  in  loading  stone 
fi'om  the  quarry  on  cars,  under  the  direction  and  superintendence 
of  Orville  Stone,  its  agent,  who  was  foreman  of  tlie  quarry  ;  the 
company  employed  for  such  purpose  a  derrick,  wire  rope,  chains, 
and  hooks  ;  the  chains  for  hoisting  soft  stone,  the  hooks  for  rais- 
ing hard  stone  ;  the  latter  were  unsafe  and  dangerous  when  used 
to  hoist  soft  stone,  of  which  fact  Stone  and  the  company  had 
knowledge.  The  plaintiff  below  and  another  laborer  were  engaged 
in  loading  the  stone,  the  plaintiff  being  on  the  car  some  twenty- 
five  or  thirty  feet  above  the  stone.  While  such  co-laborer  was 
temporarily  absent.  Stone,  the  foreman,  who  had  directed  the  use 
of  the  hooks  instead  of  the  chains,  fastened  the  same,  witli  the  as- 
sistance of  a  workman,  to  a  soft  stone,  to  be  elevated  to  the  car  by 
means  of  the  derrick.  As  tlio  stone  reached  and  swung  over 
the  car,  the  plaintiff  took  hold  of  it  to  steady  it,  when  the 
hooks  gave  way  where  they  were  fastened  to  the  stone,  breaking 
out  a  part  of  the  same,  and  the  stone  fell,  inflicting  the  injury. 
The  defendant  below  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  follows: 
1.  "  That  a  corporation  is  liable  to  an  employee  for  negligence  or 
want  of  proper  care  in  respect  to  such  acts  and  duties  as  it  is 
required  to  perform  as  master  or  principal,  without  regard  to  the 
rank  or  title  of  the  agent  intrusted  with  their  performance."  2. 
**  That,  if  the  injury  happened  "  (was  caused)  "  by  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant's  foreman,  when  he  was  doing  the  work  of  a  co- 
laborer  with  the  plaintiff,  and  not  when  in  the  discharge  of  his 
duties  as  foreman  and  representative  of  the  defendant,  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  recover,  unless  the  plaintiff  shows  that  the  defendant 
did  not  exercise  reasonable  cai*e  and  prudence  in  the  selection  of  a 
foreman." 

The  court  refused  to  give  either  of  these  requests,  and  the  defend- 
ant excepted.     The  judgment  was  affirmed. 
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E.  Sowers,  with  whom  was  «7.  E,  Ingcrsoll,  for  the  motion,  cited 
Flike  V.  Railroad,  53  N.  Y.  549;  13  Am.  Rep.  545;  Harper  v.  Bail- 
road,  47  Mo.  567;  4  Am.  Rep.  353;  Brichner  v.  Railroad,  2  Lane. 
506;  Ford\.  Railroad,  110  Mass.  240;  14  Am.  Rep.  598;  Corcoran 
V.  Holhrooh,  59  N.  Y.  517;  17  Am.  Rep.  369. 

A,  Slutz,  with  whom  was  W,  T,  BucJcner,  contra. 

BoYi;rTON,  J.  The  errors  assigned  for  which  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment  is  sought,  are  the  refusal  of  tlie  court  to  give  to  the  jury 
the  instructions  requested,  and  the  order  overruling  the  motion  for 
a  new  trial.  That  a  corporation  is  liable  to  an  employee  for  negli- 
gence, or  want  of  proper  care  in  I'espect  to  such  acts  and  duties  as  it 
is  required  to  perform  as  master  or  principal,  without  regard  to 
the  rank  of  the  agent  intrusted  with  their  performance,  may,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  be  very  clear.  But  the  proposition  has  no  applica- 
tion to  tlic  case.  It  is  true  that  the  negligence  charged  as  the  cause 
of  the  injury,  consisted  in  the  selection,  use,  and  employment  of 
unsafe,  insecure,  and  dangerous  implements  and  machinery  for 
the  purpose  of  loading  stone  upon  cars  for  transportation.  But 
upon  the  trial,  no  question  was  made  or  doubt  raised,  of  the  fact 
that  the  company  had  supplied  suitable  and  proper  machinery  and 
implements  for  loading  stone,  both  hard  and  soft;  but  its  liability 
was  asserted  on  the  ground  of  its  negligent  and  careless  use  or 
employment  of  machinery  and  apparatus  for  hoisting  stone,  safe 
and  suitable  for  the  especial  purpose  or  use  for  which  such  machin- 
ery was  designed,  but  unsafe  and  dangerous  for  the  use  to  which  it 
was  applied.  The  request  obviously  had  reference  to  the  duty  of  a 
master  to  furnish,  so  far  as  the  exercise  of  due  care  will  accomplish 
it.  suitable  and  safe  instrumentalities  for  carrying  forward  his  work, 
and  these  liaving,  admittedly,  been  furnished,  and  the  request 
having  no  other  bearing,  it  was  properly  refused. 

The  second  request  was  evidently  founded  on  a  misconception  of 
the  negligent  act  which  gave  rise  to  the  company's  liability.  It  was 
founded  on  the  hypothesis  that  the  want  of  care  charged,  and  result- 
ing in  the  injury  to  the  defendant  in  error,  consisted  in  the  negli- 
gent or  careless  attachment  of  the  hooks  to  the  stone  to  be  raised; 
hence  it  was  contended  that  when  Stone,  the  foreman,  assisted  in 
attaching  or  fastening  the  hooks  to  the  stone,  he  was  performing, 
not  the  dutv  of  foreman,  hut  the  work  of  a  common  laborer,  for  the 
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negligent  performance  of  which  the  company  was  not  liable.  This 
was  clearly  a  misapprehension  of  the  ground  upon  which  the  liability 
of  the  company  was  asserted.  The  petition,  as  above  stated, 
alleged  negligence  in  the  selection,  use,  and  employment  of  unsafe, 
insecure,  and  dangerous  implements  and  machinery.  This  was 
the  full  scope  of  the  averment.  No  act  of  negligence  was  charged, 
and  no  liability  claimed  to  exUt,  except  such  as  originated  in,  and 
grew  out  of  the  selection,  use,  and  employment  of  such  imple- 
ments and  machinery  for  loading  stone.  The  mode  or  manner  of 
attaching  or  fastening  the  hooks  to  the  stone  was  not  the  subject 
of  complaint,  nor  set  up  as  a  ground  for  the  recovery  of  the  damages 
claimed.  > 

But  if  this  construction  is  too  limited,  if  the  liberality  with 
which  pleadings  under  the  Code  are  to  be  construed,  would  require 
us  to  hold  that  the  language  of  the  petition  charging  negligence 
in  the  "  use  of  unsafe  and  dangerous  implements,''  is  sufficiently 
broad  and  comprehensive  to  include  the  act  and  mode  of  attaching 
the  hooks  to  the  stone,  and  is  not  to  be  confined  and  restricted  to 
the  sense  that  the  hooks,  being  unsuitable  for  such  service,  were 
misapplied  to  an  improper  use,  we  still  think  the  court  did  not 
err,  as  the  proposition  embraced  in  the  request  is  not  correct  as  a 
rule  of  law.  Where  the  master,  or  one  placed  by  him  in  charge  of 
men  engaged  in  his  service,  personally  assists  or  interferes  in  the 
labor  being  performed  under  his  direction  and  control,  and  is, ' 
while  performing  such  labor,  or  interfering  with  its  performance, 
guilty  of  negligence  resulting  in  an  injury  to  one  engaged  in  such 
service,  there  is  no  sound  principle  of  law  that  will  excuse  or  ex- 
onerate the  master  from  liability.  Omiond  v.  Holland,  96  Eng. 
Com.  Law,  102;  Shearm.  &  Redf.  on  Neg.,  §  89  et  seq,;  Whar- 
ton on  Neg.,  §  205. 

The  ground  of  the  liability  of  tho  master  for  the  negligent  con- 
duct of  his  servant,  in  all  cases  where  the  liability  arises,  is,  that 
the  servant's  act  is  the  act  of  the  master.  The  implied  obligation 
of  the  servant  to  assume  all  risks  incident  to  the  employment,  in- 
cluding that  of  injury  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  a  fellow- 
servant,  has  no  application  where  the  servant,  by  whose  negligent 
conduct  or  act  the  injury  is  inflicted,  sustains  the  relation  of  su- 
perior in  authority  to  the  one  receiving  the  injury.  The  claim 
that  Stone  was  a  fellow-servant  engaged  in  the  same  service  with 
Kraft  is  not  supported  by  the  proof.  It  is  true  that  he  was  in  the 
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service  of  the  same  master,  and  engaged  in  the  same  general  em 
ployment,  but  he  was  intrusted  with  duties  and  responsibilities  of 
entirely  a  diflferont  nature,  and  wholly  independent  of  those  of 
Kraft.  Occupying  to  the  latter  the  relation,  substantially,  of 
principal,  he  was  in  no  just  or  proper  sense  a  fellow-servant,  nor 
engaged  in  what  may  properly  be  denominated  a  common  service. 
The  relation  existing  between  them  was  such  as  brings  the  case 
clearly  within  the  rule  established  by  repeated  adjudications  of 
this  court,  and  now  firmly  settled  in  the  jurisprudence  of  the  State, 
that  where  one  servant  is  placed  by  his  employer  in  a  position  ol 
subordination  to,  and  subject  to  the  orders  and  control  of  another, 
and  such  inferior  servant,  without  fault,  and  while  in  the  discharge 
of  his  duties,  is  injured  by  the  negligence  of  the  superior  servant, 
the  master  is  liable  for  such  injury.  Little  Miami  R,  R.  Co,  v. 
Stevens,  20  Ohio,  415  ;  C,  C.  £  C.  R,  R,  Co.  v.  Keary,  3  Ohio  St. 
201;  Mad  River  and  Lake  Erie  R.  R,  Co,  \,  Barber,  5  id.  541;  Whaa- 
la7i  v.  Mad  River  and  Lake  Erie  R,  R,  Co,,  8  id.  249  ;  The  Pitts- 
burg, Fort  Wayne  and  Cliicago  Railway  Co,  v.  Devinney,  17  id.  197. 

The  fact,  if  it  be  true,  that  Stone's  negligence  in  assisting  in 
fastening  the  hooks  to  the  stone  to  be  raised,  may  have  caused  tlie 
injury,  and  that  he  was  then  performing  the  duty  of  a  common 
workman,  and  not  those  strictly  pertaining  to  the  duties  of  fore- 
man, in  nowise  relieves  the  company  from  liability.  If  the  act 
done  by  him  had  been  done  under  his  direction  as  he  did  it,  by  one 
of  the  employees  of  the  company,  its  liability  could  not  be  doubted, 
and  for  the  reason,  that  the  negligent  act,  although  committed  by 
the  hand  of  another,  was,  in  law,  the  act  of  the  foreman,  and  con- 
sequently the  act  of  the  master.  And  it  could  be  no  less  the  act 
of  the  master  when  performed  by  the  foreman  in  person. 

[Omitting  question  of  evidence.]  Motion  overruled. 


Davis  v.  Justice. 

(81  Ohio  St.  880.) 
Ci^  damage  ad  —  death  of  irUoxicaited  person. 

In  an  action  under  the  civil  damage  act  for  injury  to  means  of  support  in  con* 
sequence  of  intoxication  which  caused  the  death  of  the  intoxicated  person, 
damages  resulting  from  the  death  cannot  be  recovered.*    {See  note,  p,  518.) 

*  See,  also,  ShuQori  t.  Egan  (88  111.  5fl),  95  Am.  Bep.  888,  and  note. 
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ACTION  for  injury  to  wife's  means  of  support  by  causing  death 
of  her  husband  by  intoxication. 

W.  W.  Johtiaoriy  with  whom  was  John  Hamilton,  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

A.  F.  Cole,  for  defendant  in  error,  cited  Ford  v.  Monroe,  20 
Wend.  210  ;  Sullivan  v.  Railroad,  1  Cent.  L.  J.  595. 

McIlvaine,  J.  The  principal  question  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  means  of  support  of  a  wife  who  was  dependent  upon  her  hus- 
band's labor  is,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  injured  by  the 
death  of  the  husband  caused  by  intoxication  ? 

The  statute  reads  as  follows  :  '*  Section  7.  That  every  husband, 
wife,  child,  parent,  guardian,  employer,  or  other  person  who  shall 
be  injured  in  person  or  property  or  means  of  support  by  any  intox- 
icated person,  or  in  consequence  of  the  intoxication,  habitual  or 
otherwise,  of  any  person,  such  wife,  child,  parent,  guardian,  em- 
ployer, or  other  person,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  in  his  or  her 
own  name,  severally  or  jointly,  against  any  person  or  persons  who 
shall,  by  selling  or  giving  intoxicating  liquors,  have  caused  the 
intoxication,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  such  person  or  persons;  and 
the  owner  of,  lessee,  or  person  or  persons  renting  or  leasing  any 
building  or  premises,  having  knowledge  that  intoxicating  liquors 
are  to  be  sold  therein  in  violation  of  law,  or  having  leased  the 
same  for  other  purposes,  shall  knowingly  permit  intoxicating 
liquors  to  be  sold  in  such  building  or  premises,  that  have  caused  the 
intoxication,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  such  person  or  persons,  shall 
be  liable  severally  or  jointly  with  the  person  or  persons  selling  or 
giving  intoxicating  liquors  aforesaid,  for  all  damages  sustained,  as 
well  as  exemplary  damages  ;  and  a  married  woman  shall  have  the 
same  right  to  bring  suits  and  control  the  same,  and  the  amount 
recovered,  the  same  as  tkfenie  sole.*^ 

By  the  common  law,  it  is  clearly  settled  that  actions  for  per- 
sonal injuries  abate  by  death,  and  cannot  be  revived  or  maintained 
by  the  executor  or  by  the  heir.  And  if  the  law  does  not  afford  a 
remedy  to  the  creditor  or  the  heir,  for  a  pecuniary  injury  resulting 
from  death,  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  a  reason  why  a  remedy  should 
be  allowed  to  one  sustaining  any  other  relation  to  the  deceased. 
'^  In  Baker  v.  Bolton,  1  Campb.  493  —  an  action  for  injuries  to  the 
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plaintiff  and  his  wife  from  which  she  had  died  —  Lord  Ellenbor- 
OUGH  said:  *'  The  jury  could  only  take  into  consideration  the  bruises 
which  t|ie  plaintiff  himself  had  sustained,  and  the  loss  of  his  wife's 
society  and  the  distress  of  mind  he  had  suffered  on  her  account 
from  the  time  of  the  accident  till  the  moment  of  her  dissolution. 
In  a  civil  court,  the  death  of  a  human  being  could  not  be  com- 
plained of  as  an  injury;  and  in  this  case  the  damages  as  to  the  plain- 
tiff's wife  must  stop  with  the  period  of  her  existence." 

In  support  of  the  doctrine  thus  laid  down  by  this  eminent  com- 
mon-law jurist,  it  may  be  said  that  previous  thereto,  the  books  of 
the  common  law  show  no  instance  in  which  such  damages  were 
claimed,  and  this  decision  remained  unquestioned  in  England  until 
the  year  1873,  when  the  doctrine  was  re-affirmed  in  Osbo^'ne  v.  Qil- 
let,  8  L.  R  Exch.  Cases,  88,  which  was  an  action  by  a  master  for 
an  injury  which  caused  the  death  of  his  servant. 

In  this  country,  the  question  has  been  brought  more  frequently 
before  the  courts,  and  although  the  decisions  have  not  been  entirely 
uniform,  unquestionably,  both  in  number  and  authority,  they  sus- 
tain the  doctrine  of  Baker  v.  Bolton.  The  latest  case,  in  which 
the  authorities  are  reviewed,  is  Mobile  Life  Ins*  Co.  v.  Brame, 
decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  on  the  2 1st  of 
January,  1878,  and  reported  in  95  U.  S.  754,  in  which  Hunt, 
J.,  uses  the  following  language:  **  The  authorities  are  so  numer- 
ous and  so  uniform  to  the  proposition,  that  by  the  common  law  no 
civil  action  lies  for  an  injury  resulting  in  death,  that  it  is  impossi- 
ble to  speak  of  it  as  a  proposition  open  to  question." 

In  this  State,  the  point  has  not  been  adjudicated;  but  we  think 
the  doctrine  has  been  recognized  by  the  legislature  in  the  enact- 
ment of  March  28,  1851  (49  Ohio  L.  117),  entitled  "an  act  requir- 
ing compensation  for  causing  death  by  wrongful  act,  neglect,  or 
default,"  by  which,  under  certain  conditions  and  limitations,  an 
action  is  given  to  the  personal  representative  for  the  benefit  of  the 
widow  and  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased.  Before  the  passage  of  this 
statute,  an  action  for  pecuniary  loss,  resulting  from  the  death  of  a 
human  being,  was  unknown  in  our  practice,  and  ever  since,  the 
only  suits  for  such  loss  have  been  prosecuted  under  its  provision. 
This  statute  has  always  been  regarded  as  an  innovation  upon  the 
principles  of  the  common  law,  and  as  affording  the  only  civil 
remedy  for  an  injury  caused  by  death. 

The  seventh  section  of  the  liquor  jict,  above  quoted,  was  also  as 
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innovation  upon  the  common  law  ;  as,  before  its  enactment,  there 
was  no  action  for  an  injury  caused  by  an  intoxicated  person,  or  in 
consequence  of  the  intoxication,  against  the  person  who  caused  the 
intoxication.  But  since  the  action  is  thus  given  by  the  statute, 
the  question  is,  whether,  in  view  of  the  state  of  the  law  as  it  ex- 
isted at  the  date  of  its  passage,  the  terms  of  the  section  should  be 
so  construed  as  to  extend  the  remedy  to  damages  resulting  from  the 
death  of  the  person  intoxicated. 

Injuries  "  by  any  intoxicated  person,  or  in  consequence  of  the 
intoxication,"  are  the  terms  of  the  statute;  and  it  is  contended 
that  if  intoxication  causes  death,  and  death  causes  injury,  the  lat- 
ter is  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  con- 
tended, that  as  the  legislature  must  be  presumed  to  have  known 
the  state  of  the  common  law,  and  the  extent  of  the  innovation  by  the 
act  of  1851,  if  a  further  innovation  had  been  intended,  such  inten- 
tion would  have  been  exprQssed  in  unmistakable  terms.  We  incline 
to  the  latter  view. 

Indeed,  where  the  injury  to  be  compensated  consists  in  the  loss 
of  labor,  it  is  at  least  paradoxical  to  say  that  labor  which  could  not 
be  performed  during  the  life  of  a  laborer  is  included.  And,  again, 
in  construing  the  words  of  the  statute  applicable  to  the  case  before 
us,  it  might  be  said  that  the  action  can  be  maintained  only  for  an 
injury  to  means  of  support  of  the  plaintiff,  as  wife  of  the  person 
intoxicated,  and  not  for  an  injury  sustained  by  her  as  his  widow. 
She  had  an  interest  in  his  labor  and  in  his  capacity  to  labor,  as  a 
means  of  support,  during  his  life  ;  but  after  his  death  this  means 
of  support  no  longer  existed,  and  was  not  the  subject  of  injury  or 
diminution. 

But  to  avoid  any  charge  of  hypercriticism,  we  place  our  decision 
upon  the  ground  that  in  view  of  the  previous  state  of  the  law,  and 
the  mischief  sought  to  be  remedied,  we  can  j&nd  no  expression  in 
the  statute  that  indicates  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  bring  the  loss  of  labor  caused  by  the  death  of  the  person 
intoxicated  within  the  meaning  of  the  term  "  means  of  support," 
for  an  injury  to  which  the  right  of  action  is  given  by  the  statute. 

The  uncertainty,  if  not  impossibility,  of  estimating  the  value  of 
human  life,  or  in  other  words,  the  pecuniary  injury  resulting  from 
its  destruction,  undoubtedly  was  a  reason  why  the  common  law 
gave  no  remedy.  Hence,  in  every  instance  in  which  a  remedy  baa 
been  given  by  the  statute,  great  care  has  been  exercised  in  guard- 
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ing  against  abuse.  Our  own  statute  of  1851,  like  those  of  other 
States  where  the  common  law  is  recognized,  imposes  restrictions  on 
the  right  to  sue,  limits  the  amount  of  recovery,  designates  the 
party  in  whose  name  the  action  must  be  prosecuted,  and  directs 
the  disposition  of  the  amount  recovered  among  the  intended  bene- 
ficiarie^.  These  conditions  and  limitations  are  not  only  manifesta- 
tions of  legislative  wisdom,  but  would  seem  to  be  demanded  by 
common  prudence ;  whereas,  in  the  statute  before  us,  these  wise 
and  prudent  precautions  are  wholly  wanting.  Under  it  a  multiplic- 
ity of  actions  for  the  same  wrong  is  authorized,  and  the  amount  of 
recovery  is  unlimited.  When  the  terms  of  the  statute  under  con- 
sideration  are  considered  in  the  light  of  these  circumstances,  we 
are  fully  satisfied  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  to  give  the 
plaintiff  below  an  action  for  an  injury  resulting  from  the  death  of 
her  husband. 

Judgment  reversed  and  canae  remanded. 

Note  bttbk  Reportbb.— In  view  of  the  comparative  novelty  of  the  statute  and  the 
importance  of  the  question,  we  give  below  the  dissenting:  opinion  of  Botnton,  J.: 

BoYNTON,  J.  I  dissent  from  the  judgment  of  the  court.  The  construction  given  to  the 
statute,  in  my  judgment,  violates  both  its  letter  and  its  spirit.  It  violates  its  letter  in  dis- 
regarding the  plain  meaning  of  the  language  which  declares  that  in  all  actions  brought 
under  its  provisions,  the  offending  party  shall  be  liable  *'  for  all  damages  sustained,  as  well 
as  exemplaiy  damages."  That  it  violates  its  spirit  is  clearly  manifest  from  an  examina- 
tion of  its  various  provisions,  and  their  consideration  in  the  light  of  the  evils  sought  to  be 
avoided  by  their  enactment. 

By  section  6,  S.  &  C.  1482,  It  is  provided  that  eveiy  person,  who,  by  the  illegal  sale  of 
intoxicating  liquor,  shall  cause  the  intoxication  of  any  other  person,  such  person  shall  be 
liable  for  and  compelled  to  pay  a  reasonable  compensation  to  any  person  who  may  take 
charge  of  and  provide  for  such  intoxicated  person,  and  one  dollar  a  day  in  addition  thereto; 
and  this  liability  covers  the  period  the  person  intoxicated  is  kept  in  consequence  of  such 
intoxication. 

By  section  7,  as  amended  in  1870  (67  Ohio  L.  lOS),  the  dvll  liability  attaches  where  the 
liquor  unlawfully  sold  causes  the  intoxication  only  in  part. 

By  section  10,  amended  by  the  same  act,  the  exemptions  of  property  from  levy  and  sale, 
both  real  and  personal,  provided  for  by  the  "  act  to  exempt  the  homestead  of  families  from 
forced  sale  on  execution  to  pay  debts ''  (S.  &  C.  114d;  66  Ohio  L.  48;  68 id.  106),  are  express^ 
withheld  and  disallowed,  and  all  the  estate  of  the  debtor,  except  a  few  specified  articles  of 
personalty,  is  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  judgment.  Neither  a  homestead  nor  any  prop* 
erty  in  lieu  thereof  is  exempt  from  levy  or  sale  to  satisfy  any  judgment  rendered  under 
the  statute. 

These  provisions  clearly  Indicate  a  purpose  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to  require  the 
seller,  and  the  owner  of  the  premises  when  liable,  to  make  full  and  adequate  compensation 
in  damages,  to  the  party  injured  through  their  violation  of  the  statute .  In  full  accord 
with  this  purpose,  and  to  carry  the  same  Into  effect,  this  court  held  in  Schneider  v.  HoeUr^ 
fl  Ohio  St.  96,  that  in  all  actions  under  said  section  (7),  in  which  the  {daintiff  shows  a  right 
to  recover  damages  actually  sustained,  the  jury  may  also  assess  exemplary  damages 
Without  proof  of  actual  malice  or  other  special  circumstances  of  aggravation. 
.  This  holding  was  soon  followed  by  Mtdford  v.  Oeioett,  id.  191,  in  which  it  was  held  that 
' *Wans  of  support  relate  to  the  future  as  well  as  to  the  present.    It  is  enough  If  ahe  (the 
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wife)  show  that  the  sources  of  her  future  support  have  been  cut  off,  or  diminished  below 
what  is  reasonable  and  competent  for  a  person  in  her  station  in  life.  *  *  *  •  The 
health  of  the  husband  and  his  ability  to  labor  are  often,  to  a  gn^vater  or  less  extent,  the 
means  of  the  wife's  support.  In  many  cases  to  destroy  these  is  to  destroy  her  means  of 
support.  To  take  away  the  husband's  power  to  accumulate  means  of  future  support  for 
his  wife  is,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  to  injure  her  in  her  means  of  support. '' 

It  is  now  said,  in  the  face  of  these  prorisions  and  of  this  ruling,  and  notwithstanding  the 
emphatic  language  of  the  statute  that  raalcee  the  seller  liable  for  all  damages  sustained 
through  his  wrongful  act,  that  inasmuch  as  the  husband  lost  his  life  In  consequence  of  the 
intoxication  no  recovery  can  be  had.  The  very  flagrancy  of  the  seller's  act,  judged  by  the 
light  of  the  consequences  that  resulted  from  it,  is  made  to  shi^'d  him  from  liability.  The 
argument  in  support  of  this  position  is  founded  on  the  assumption  that,  had  the  legislature 
intended  a  liability  to  arise  where  the  unlawful  sale  resulted  in  death  it  would  have  ex- 
pressed such  intention  in  terms  more  unmistakable  than  those  employed;  and  on  the 
further  assumption  that  the  act  of  March  S5, 1861  (S.  &  C.  1198),  giving  a  right  of  action 
where  death  has  resulted  from  the  wrongful  act,  neglect,  or  default  of  another,  affords, 
and  was  intended  to  afford,  the  only  remedy  provided  for  all  cases  where  death  ensues. 
The  answer  to  these  positions  is  decisive  against  their  validity. 

It  is  a  rule  of  interpretation  universally  accepted  that  In  giving  a  construction  to  a 
statute  the  court  will  consider  Its  policy  and  the  mischief  to  be  remedied,  and  give  it  such 
an  interpretation  as  appears  best  calculated  to  advance  Its  object  by  effectuating  the 
design  of  the  legislature.  WHber  v.  Pa<n«,  1  Ohio,  266.  It  is  equally  well  settled  that 
where  the  legislature  has  employed  explicit  and  unambiguous  terms  to  express  its  pur- 
pose and  object,  the  ordinary  meaning  of  such  terms  is  to  be  adopted.  Oardner  v.  Cdnint^ 
2  Pet.  98. 

In  Brower  v.  Hunt,  18  Ohio  St.  341,  it  was  said,  adopting  the  language  of  Stort,  J.,  in 
Oardner  v.  C6Uint(^  that,  **  what  the  legislative  intention  was  can  be  derived  only  from  the 
words  they  have  used,  and  we  cannot  speculate  beyond  the  reasonable  import  of  their 
words.  The  spirit  of  the  act  must  be  extracteJ  from  the  words  of  the  act,  and  not  from 
conjectures,  aliunde.'* 

It  is  not  doubted  that  cases  frequently  arise  where,  to  give  effect  to  the  manifest  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature,  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  court  to  modify,  restrict,  or  enlarge  the 
common  or  ordinary  meaning  of  the  language  employed .  This  duty  arises  when  it  is 
made  to  appear  that,  to  give  effect  to  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  language  used,  will  not 
carry  into  operation  the  legislative  will .  But  a  departure  from  the  rule  requiring  an  ad- 
herence to  the  ordinary  signification  to  the  terms  employed  can  only  be  justified  where  It 
becomes  necessary  to  restrain  or  enlarge  such  meaning  in  order  to  carry  out  the  manifest 
design  of  the  statute. 

'*•  Where  the  intention  of  the  legislature  is  doubtful,  the  literal  and  obvious  interpretation 
of  the  terms  of  the  statute  ought  to  be  adhered  to.*'  BurgeifB  Adrn'm  v.  Buryett,  1  Ohio, 
469.  In  Ciyrwin*8  Leasee  v.  Beriham,  %  Ohio  St.  48,  it  was  said  by  IUknky,  J.,  **that  the 
usual  import  of  words  is  sometimes  to  be  restricted,  where  It  would  otherwise  extend 
beyond  the  subject-matter  and  spirit  of  the  whole  enactment.  But  this  cannot  be  done 
because  the  legislature  did  not  foresee  or  contemplate  every  case  upon  which  it  might 
operate.  The  wisest  legislators  would  fall  far  short  of  such  foresight.  If  within  the 
language,  it  must  appear  clearly  to  the  court  that  the  case  would  have  been  excluded  if 
foreseen.'*  And  in  Wnodburu"^.  Bfrn/,  18  Ohio  St.  466,  in  language  equally  clear  and 
emphatic,  it  is  declared  that,  "  where  the  words  of  a  statute  are  plain,  explicit,  and  une- 
quivocal, a  court  is  not  warranted  in  departing  from  their  obvious  meaning,  although  from 
considerations  arising  from  language  outside  of  the  statute  it  may  be  convinced  that  the 
legislature  intended  to  enact  something  different  from  what  it  did  enact."  In  the  present 
case,  the  right  of  Mrs  Justice  to  recover  all  damages  she  sustained  by  the  wrongful  act  of 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  whether  such  act  caused  the  death  of  her  husband  or  not,  is  not  only 
oleariy  given  by  the  language  employed,  but  such  language,  in  its  ordinary  meaning,  is 
oleariy  expressive  of  the  design  of  the  legislature,  and  is  in  complete  and  perfect  harmony 
wtth  the  spirit  and  policy  of  the  statute 

^  The  correctness  of  this  interpretation  is  not  at  all  affected  by  the  act  of  1861.  That  act 
tfordsno  relief,  and  was  intended  to  fumiSh  none  in  this  class  of  actions.    To  have 
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amended  that  act,  so  as  to  embrace  actions  of  this  kind,  would  have  been  an  innovatloo 
upon  its  policy,  and  a  departure  from  the  principles  upon  which  it  is  founded.  It  is  indis- 
pensable to  the  right  to  recover  under  that  act,  that  the  deceased  Himself  should  have  been 
free  from  fault  contributing  to  his  injuiy.  The  act,  neglect,  or  default  must  have  been 
such  as  would,  if  death  had  not  ensued,  have  entitled  the  party  injured  to  maintain  an 
action  and  recover  damages  in  respect  thereof.  S.  &  C.  1140.  A  moment*s  reflection 
will  satisfy  the  mind  that  no  recovery  could  be  had  in  such  case  for  an  injury  resulting 
from  an  illegal  sale  of  intoxicating  liquor. 

A  person  injured  whUe  in  a  state  of  intoxication  voluntarily  assumed  will  not  be  per- 
mitted in  a  court  of  justice  to  recover  damages  for  an  Injury  that  his  own  voluntary  art 
brought  upon  him.  And  where  he  could  not  recover,  no  liability  arises.  There  is,  there- 
fore, no  foundation  for  the  argument,  that,  if  a  recovery  could  be  had  under  the  act  of 
1864,  as  amended  in  1870,  there  would  be  two  statutory  rights  of  action  for  the  same  cause. 

But  even  if  this  were  so,  it  would  not  justify  the  conclusion  claimed.  The  7th  section 
of  the  act  of  1854,  as  amended  in  1870,  gives  several  rights  of  action  for  the  same  cause. 
The  wife  and  each  child,  if  severally  injured  in  their  person,  property,  or  means  of  sup- 
port, by  the  Intoxication  caused  by  the  seller,  may  maintain  several  actions  for  the  same 
unlawful  act.  If  a  person  while  intoxicated  injures  fifty  men,  each  of  them  may  maintain 
an  action  against  the  person  whose  unlawful  sale  of  liquor  eaused  the  intoxication.  In 
such  case  the  statute  maices  the  seller  a  joint  wrong-doer,  as  much  so  as  if  he  ^ere  present 
aiding  and  abetting  the  unlawful  act  of  the  person  intoxicated. 

The  argument  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  judgement  of  the  court  seem  to  be 
founded  on  the  mistaken  notion  that  the  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  death 
of  the  husband.  Such  is  not  the  case.  The  wrongful  act  which  constitutes  the  ground  of 
the  action  is  the  illegal  saXe  of  the  liquor  causing  the  intoxication  from  which  the  tnjiuv 
results.  The  death  of  the  husband  only  affects  the  measure  of  damages.  It  destroys  his 
ability  to  labor,  and  thereby  diminishes  the  wife's  means  of  support.  If  the  husband  had 
lost  both  his  arms  or  legs,  or  become  p^pnanently  insane,  in  consequence  of  the  intoxication, 
or  had  otherwise  become  permanently  disabled  to  perform  physical  labor,  and  had  survived, 
the  result  to  the  wife  would  have  been  precisely  the  same.  Her  injury,  in  either  case, 
would  consist  in  the  deprivation  of  the  means  of  support  resulting  from  the  loss  of  her 
husband's  ability  to  labor.  There  is  not  the  slightest  foundation  In  reason  or  justice  for  an 
intention  upon  the  part  of  the  legislature  to  authorize  a  recovery  for  an  illegal  sale  causing 
intoxication  resulting  in  injury,  where  death  does  not  follow,  and  to  refuse  damages  where 
death  results.  Indeed,  there  is  much  more  reason  to  award  damages  for  the  injury  in  the 
latter  case  than  in  the  former.  That  the  legislature  intended  to  authorize  a  recovery  in  the 
one  case  and  not  in  the  other  is  an  assumption  not  only  not  warranted  by,  but  in  clear  con- 
travention of  the  express  provisions  of  the  stcbtute.  The  argument  that  the  wife  has  lost 
nothing,  because  a  dead  man  cannot  labor,  proves  nothing.  Neither  can  a  man  labor  that 
has  lost  his  limbs.  Moreover,  it  would  be  strange,  indeed,  if  he  whose  unlawful  act  caused 
the  death  of  another,  could  urge  the  fact  in  defense,  that  the  circumstance  of  death 
destroyed  all  ability  to  labor,  and  consequently  operated  to  exempt  him  from  a  liability 
otherwise  existing. 

The  reason  that,  at  common  law,  no  recovery  could  be  had  for  death  caused  by  a  wrong 
ful  act,  did  not,  as  stated,  grow  out  of  any  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  amount  that  ought 
to  be  recovered.  It  rested  upon  the  ground  that  the  act  producing  death  was  a  felony 
which  merged  the  civil  liability.  That  this  was  the  reason  why  the  common  law  recog- 
nized no  liability  where  death  thus  resulted,  is  clearly  shown  by  the  authorities.  Howk  v. 
Minnick^  19  Ohio  St.  462;  Boston  and  Worcester  Ry.  v.  Dana,  1  Gray,  96 ;  Higgins  v. 
Butcher,  Yelv.  89;  White  v.  Spettigue,  13  M.  &  W.  608;  1  Chitty's  Cr.  6;  12  East,  418. 

This  reason  does  not  prevail  with  us,  nor  in  many,  if  any,  of  the  American  States.  But 
it  matters  little  one  way  or  the  other,  what  the  common-law  rule  may  be,  or  upon  what 
foundation  it  rests,  the  statute  under  which  the  action  below  was  brought  dedares  the 
party  injured  entitled  to  all  damages  sustained,  as  well  as  exemplaiy,  which  rwult  from 
the  illegal  act  of  the  seller,  and  very  clearly,  in  my  Judgment,  embraces  all  those  that 
follow  from  the  intoxication,  whether  death  supervenes  or  not.  The  judgment  ought  to  be 
affirmed . 
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Simmons  v.  The  Cincinnati  Savings  Socibtt. 

01  Ohio  St.  457.) 

CHfl  —  eJuek  —  asrignment  of  bond  —  refooeoHon, 

The  drawer  of  a  check  delivered  it  to  the  payee,  intending  thereby  to  give  to 
the  payee  the  fund  on  which  the  check  was  drawn.  Held,  that  until 
the  check  was  either  paid  or  accepted,  the  gift  was  incomplete ;  and  that  in 
the  absence  of  such  payment  or  acceptance,  the  death  of  the  drawer  oper- 
ated, as  against  the  payee,  as  a  revocation  of  the  check.* 

MOTION  for  leave  to  file  a  petition  in  error.  Action  on  check. 
Rhoda  Wylie,  the  mother  of  the  plaintiff,  was  living  with  the 
plaintiff,  and  while  lying  sick  she  signed  and  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff her  check  on  defendant  as  a  gift.  Mrs.  Wylie  died  before  the 
check  was  presented.  Before  it  was  pi*esented,  and  before  the 
defendant  knew  it  had  been  given  to  the  plaintiff,  a  brother  of  the 
plaintiff  was  appointed  administrator  of  the  deceased,  and  notified 
the  defendant  of  his  appointment,  and  directed  it  not  to  pay  the 
check.  Two  days  afterward,  the  plaintiff  presented  the  check,  and 
demanded  payment,  which  was  refused  on  the  ground  of  the  draw- 
er's decease,  and  of  the  direction  from  the  administrator  not  to 
pay  the  check.  The  money  was  afterward  paid  to  the  administra- 
tor, and  the  plaintiff  then  instituted  this  suit. 

The  court  in  its  charge  told  the  jury  that  if  the  check  was  a  gift 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  without  consideration,  it  would  be  proper  for 
tliem  to  take  into  consideration,  in  making  up  their  verdict, 
whether  the  administrator,  by  notifying  the  defendant  not  to  pay 
the  check,  did  not  revoke  the  gift;  that  if  the  check  was  a  gift,  the 
maker  had  the  right  to  revoke  it  at  any  time  before  the  subject  of 
the  gift  had  passed  into  the  actual  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  administrator  had  the  same  right 

The  defendant  had  judgment. 

On  error,  this  judgment  was  affirmed  in  General  Term  ;  and  the 
object  of  the  present  proceeding  is  to  obtain  the  reversal  of  these 
judgments. 

*  See  Sheedy  v.  Roach  (124  Mass.  47S),  26  Am.  Rep.  680,  and  note,  684. 
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Milton  Sater,  for  the  motion.  A  check  drawn  on  a  fund  in  a 
bank  is  an  absolute  transfer  or  appropriation  of  the  amount  named 
in  the  check  to  the  holder^  and  becomes  binding  on  the  bank  as 
soon  as  the  bank  is  notified,  provided  the  bank  have  sufficient  f  undri 
of  the  drawer  on  deposit  to  pay  it  McGregor  v.  Loomis,  1  Dis. 
247 ;  Morrison  v.  Bailey^  5  Ohio  St.  18  ;  Andrew  v.  Blachly,  11  id. 
94;  Stewart  v.  Smith,  17  id.  82;  Dodge  v.  Bank,  20  id.  246-7;  Munn 
V.  Burch,  25  111.  35;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Stanford,  28  id.  172;  Bick- 
ford  Y.  Bank,  42  id.  238 ;  Broton  v.  Leckie,  43  id.  497  ;  Broton  v. 
Lusk,  4  Yerg.  210  ;  Van  Bibber  v.  Bank,  14  La.  Ann.  481 ;  In  re 
Brown,  2  Story,  513;  2  Daniel  on  Neg.  Paper,  §§  1572,  1638. 

It  makes  no  difference  if  the  drawer  dies  before  the  check  is  pre- 
sented for  payment.  McGregor  v.  Loomis,  1  Dis.  247;  Roberts  v. 
Coi'bin,  26  Iowa,  315  ;  Lester  v.  Given,  8  Bush,  357;  Buckner  v. 
Sayre,  18  B.  Monr.  745;  Daniel  on  Neg.  Paper,  §  1643. 

As  for  what  is  an  appropriation  of  a  fund,  see  Hoyt  v.  Story,  3 
Barb.  264. 

An  appropriation  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  transfer  the  posses- 
sion of  a  fund,  and  any  order,  writing,  or  act  which  makes  an  ap- 
propriation is  sufficient.  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  1047;  Adams'  Eq.,  § 
54,  note  a  ;  Smith's  Manual  of  Eq.  244,  245;  Morton  v.  Naylor,  1 
Hill,  583;  Clemson  v.  Davidson,  5  Binn.  392;  Netobyy.  Hilly  2  Mete. 
(Ky.)  530;  Chowne  v.  Baylis,  31  Beav.  351. 

The  administrator  of  the  donor  would  not  have  the  right  to 
i-evoke  her  gift.     Stone  v.  Hackett,  12  Gray,  227;  Adams^  Eq.,  §  98. 

Goodman  i&  Storer,  contra. 

White,  C.  J.  We  find  no  error  in  this  case  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  plaintiff! 

The  question  as  to  what  are  the  rights  of  the  holder  of  a  check 
for  value,  against  the  drawee  or  drawer,  does  not  arise  in  this  case. 
Many  of  the  authorities  cited  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  relate  to 
this  question  and  need  not  here  be  considered. 

The  plaintiff  claims  as  the  payee  of  a  check  delivered  to  her  by 
the  drawer,  who  intended  thereby  to  transfer  to  the  plaintiff,  by 
way  of  gift,  the  fund  on  which  the  check  was  drawn;  and  the  ques- 
tion, is  whether  before  the  payment  or  acceptance  of  the  check  by 
the  drawee,  the  gift  was  executed. 

It  seems  clear  to  us  that  until   the  check  was  either  paid  or 
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accepted  the  gift  was  incomplete;  and  that  in  the  absence  of  snch 
payment  or  acceptance,  the  death  of  the  drawer  operated  as  a  revo- 
cation of  the  check. 

It  is  well  settled  that,  in  order  to  constitute  a  valid  gift,  there 
must  be  a  complete  delivery  of  the  subject  of  the  gift,  either  actual 
or  constructive. 

The  check  in  the  present  instance  was  a  mere  order  or  authority 
to  the  payee  to  draw  the  money;  and  being  without  consideration, 
it  was  subject  to  be  countermanded  or  revoked  while  it  remained 
imacted  on  in  the  hands  of  the  payee. 

This  conclusion  is  fully  supported  by  authority.  Hewitt  v.  Kaye^ 
L.  R.,  6  Eq.  C.  198;  The  Second  National  Bank  of  Detroit  v.  Wih 
liamsy  13  Mich.  282 ;  1  Pars,  on  Cent  ♦235,  ♦236  ;  Byles  on  Bills 
(6th  Am.  ed.  by  Sherwood),  ♦25. 

Leave  re/used. 


Rush  v.  Wick, 

(81  Ohio  St.  621.)' 

Irtfaney — breach  of  promise  of  marriage. 

Infancy,  wnen  pleaded,  is  a  valid  defense  to  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  mar- 
riage promise. 

MOTION  for  leave  to  file  a  petition  in  error.  Action  for  breach 
of  a  marriage  promise.  The  defense  was,  that  at  the  time  the 
promise  was  made  defendant  was  an  infant.  Judgment  for  de- 
fendant on  demurrer. 

H.  T,  Van  Fleet,  for  the  motion. 

W.  Z.  Davis,  contra. 

By  the  Court.  The  demurrer  was  rightfully  overruled.  A 
contract  to  marry,  made  by  an  infant,  stands  upon  the  same  foot- 
ing as  respects  his  right  to  repudiate  it,  as  any  other  executorj 
contract  that  may  be  avoided  by  him.  The  case  comes  within  the 
general  rule,  that  the  contract  of  an  infant  is  voidable  at  his  elec- 
tion. The  fact  that  under  the  statute  (67  Ohio  L.  6)  an  infant 
■lay  be  joined  in  marriage  at  the  age  of  eighteen,  if  a  male,  and 
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sixteen,  if  a  female,  having  first  obtained  the  assent  of  the  father, 
or,  in  case  of  his  death  or  incapacity,  of  the  mother  or  guardian, 
does  not  affect  the  right  to  refuse  to  perform  the  contract. 

The  right  to  avoid  or  disaffirm  the  contract  of  an  infant  grows 
out  of  his  supposed  incapacity  to  protect  himself  from  improvi- 
dent bargains  and  relations.  And  there  can  be  no  case  where  the 
right  to  avoid  or  disaffirm  is  of  more  vital  concern  to  his  future 
welfare  than  where  he  has  made  an  improvident  marriage  engage- 
ment. The  infant's  right  to  avoid  such  engagement  or  contract  is 
affirmed  by  the  following  authorities.  Holt  v.  Ward,  2  Str.  937  ; 
('annon  v.  Alshury,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  76;  Hunt  v.  Peake,o  Cow.  476; 
Willard  v.  Stone,  7  id.  22  ;  Warwick  v.  Cooper,  5  Sneed,  659 ; 
Pool  V.  Pratt,  1  Chip.  (Vt.)  252  ;  Bac.  Abr.,  title  Infancy  and  Age, 
135  ;  1  Chitty  on  Cont.  222  ;  Kchouler's  Dom.  Rel.  535  ;  Mac- 
pherson  on  Infants,  121. 

Leave  refused. 


Finney  v.  Smith. 

(81  Ohio  St.  528.) 

Libel — damages  —  counsel  fees. 

In  an  action  for  libel,  the  jury  may,  in  efitimating  eampensaiory  damagei^ 
allow  to  the  plaintiff  reasonable  counsel  fees  in  the  prosecution  of  his  ao 
tion,  although  there  may  be  circumstances  of  mitigation^  not  amounting  to 
R  justification.    {See  note,  p.  528.) 

MOTION  for  leave  to  file  petition   in  error.     Action  of  libel. 
Judgment  for  plaintiff.     The  opinion  states  the  point. 

White,  Walters  £  McKnight,  for  the  motion. 

J.  M.  Wells,  F,  D,  Baylis  and  C.  C,  W.  Naylor,  contra. 

GiLMORE,  J.  The  District  Court  reversed  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  solely  on  the  ground  that  the  latter  court 
erred  in  instructing  the  jury  that  in  estimating  compensatory 
damages,  the  reasonable  fees  of  counsel  employed  by  the  plaintiff  in 
prosecutini^  his  action  might  be  taken  into  consideration. 
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This  is  tlie  only  point  that  has  been  argued  by  counsel  on  either 
side,  and  is  the  only  point  that  will  be  considered  in  the  opinion. 

While  there  is  a  conflict  in  the  authorities  as  to  whether  counsel 
fees  can  be  allowed  in  estimating  damages,  in  actions  of  tort, 
where  no  wrong,  in  the  moral  sense  of  the  term,  is  complained  of, 
it  seems  to  be  settled  in  this  State,  at  least,  that  in  cases  proper  for 
the  infliction  of  exemplary  damages,  such  fees  may  be  taken  into 
consideration  by  the  jury  in  estimating  the  damages  of  the  injured 
party.  There  is  also  conflict  in  the  authorities,  as  to  whether,  in 
the  latter  class  of  cases,  the  counsel  fees  of  the  injured  party  are 
to  be  estimated  and  allowed  as  compensatory  damages,  or  whether 
they  are  only  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  estimating  the  exem- 
plary damages  that  the  injured  party  is  entitled  to  recover.  This 
is,  however,  no  longer,  if  it  ever  was,  an  open  question  in  this  State. 

Stevens  and  Wife  v.  Handly,  Wright,  121,  was  an  action  of  slan- 
der, in  which  the  words  spoken  were  actionable  per  se,  and  were 
spoken  in  an  aggravating  manner,  indicating  malice.  In  mitiga- 
tion of  damages,  it  was  argued,  that  they  were  spoken  under  prov- 
ocation and  a  misapprehension  of  facts.  The  court  instructed  the 
jury,  that  if  the  words  were  uttered  under  circumstances  merely 
mitigating,  without  justiflcation  or  excuse,  the  damages  should  be 
compensatory  ;  that  they  should  be  sufficient  to  cover  all  the  ex- 
penses and  costs  of  the  plaintiff  in  litigating  the  matter,  and 
including  their  loss  of  time — such  as  will  make  them  whole  ;  and 
if  they  were  spoken  without  excuse  or  mitigating  circumstances, 
the  damages  should  be  exemplary,  to  express  the  estimation  in 
which  the  jury  hold  a  good  character  in  society,  and  their  repre- 
hension of  the  habit  of  wantonly  attacking  it  The  first  hypothesis 
presents  a  case  for  compensation  only,  yet  we  have  no  doubt  that  when 
the  court  spoke  of  "all  the  expenses,"  the  counsel  fees  of  the  in- 
jured party  in  the  suit  were  intended  to  be  included,  though  they 
are  not  in  terms  mentioned  ;  indeed  it  must  be  so,  for  the  court 
speaks  of  "costs  "  and  **  loss  of  time  "  as  matters  to  be  compen- 
sated, in  addition  to  "  all  the  expenses  " — "  such  as  will  make  them 
whole."  The  injured  party  would  not  be  made  whole  as  to  all 
expenses,  unless  his  counsel  fees  were  covered  and  included.  The 
second  hypothesis  presents  a  case  where  the  words  were  maliciously 
spoken,  without  excuse  or  mitigating  circumstances,  and  in  which 
the  court  says  the  damages  should  be  exemplary  ;  and  the  reasons 
given  for  this  show,  that  the  court  did  not  intend  that  the  exem- 
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plary  damages  to  be  gifen  in  sach  a  case  should  inclade  any  thing 
that  had  just  before  been  spoken  of  as  compensatory  damages  ;  but 
damages  in  addition  to  compensation. 

The  case  of  Sexton  v.  Toddj  Wright,  316,  is  to  the  same  effect 
The  case  of  Roberts  v.  Mason,  10  Ohio  St  277,  was  an  action  to 
recover  damages  for  an  assault  and  battery,  committed  under 
aggravating  circumstances.  On  the  trial,  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  the  instruction  complained  of  was  as  follows:  **The  jury  are 
at  liberty,  if  they  see  6t,  to  allow  the  plaintiff,  as  part  of  his  actual 
or  compensatory  damages^  any  reasonable  expenditure  for  counsel 
fees,  which  are  necessarily  incurred  in  the  prosecution  of  this  suit 
But  the  law  leaves  this  to  the  discretion  of  the  jury,  under  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case." 

This  instruction  was  held  not  to  be  erroneous,  but  the  judge 
writing  the  opinion  seems  to  have  hesitated  about  affirming  it  in 
terms.  He  says:  ^'In  cases  where  the  act  complained  of  is  tainted 
by  fraud,  or  involves  an  ingredient  of  malice  or  insult,  the  jury, 
which  has  power  to  punish,  has  necessarily  the  right  to  include  the 
consideration  of  proper  and  reasonable  counsel  fees,  in  their  esti- 
mate of  damages."  This  language  is  open  to  the  inference  that 
counsel  fees  in  such  cases  are  to  be  allowed  as  punitive,  and  not  as 
compensatory  damages.  In  the  syllabus  of  the  case,  however,  it  is 
said:  "  In  such  a  case  the  jury  may,  in  their  estimate  of  compensa^ 
tory  damgcs,  take  into  consideration  and  include  reasonable  fees 
for  counsel  employed  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  prosecution  of  his 
action." 

There  is  a  manifest  discrepancy,  as  above  indicated,  between  the 
language  of  the  opinion  and  the  syllabus.  In  argument,  this  case 
is  the  only  authority  cited  and  relied  upon  by  counsel  on  the  respect- 
iv(i  sides  of  the  case  before  us.  Mr.  Sedgwick  in  his  treatise  on  the 
Measure  of  Damages  (6th  ed.,  Ill),  in  a  note,  after  quoting  the 
language  of  Judge  Brinkerhoff,  in  Roberts  v.  Mason,  says:  "  But 
although  in  this  (Ohio)  and  some  other  States  counsel  fees  are  per- 
mitted to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  fixing  the  damages  —  and, 
indeed,  can  practically  hardly  be  excluded  from  their  consideration 
where,  in  actions  of  tort,  the  law  does  not  furnish  an  exact  meas- 
ure—  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  such  expenses  should  be  allowed 
under  the  head  of  exemplary  damages.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  fees 
are  an  expense  incurred  by  him,  and  their  re-imbursement  to  him 
brings  the  measure  of  damages  back  toward  the  standard  of  com- 
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pensation.  It  is  an  item  of  compensation,  indeed,  not  usually 
allowed  on  what  still  seems  to  be  the  theory  of  the  law,  that  every 
man  can  be  his  own  advocate  ;  but,  nevertheless,  it  is  really  com- 
pensation. *  ♦  *  The  allowance  of  counsel  fees,  or  their  sup- 
posed equivalent,  in  this  class  of  cases,  must  be  regarded  as  the 
result  of  an  instinct  or  inclination  on  the  part  of  the  bench  to 
return  to  the  standard  of  compensation."  In  this  connection  he 
cites  Fairbanks  v.  Wittet\  18  Wis.  287,  in  which  similar  views  are 
expressed,  the  conrt  saying:  "  Counsel  fees  can  no  more  be  allowed 
in  actions  where  punitory  damages  can  be  given  than  in  others  ;** 
and  that  if  they  can  "  be  assessed  by  the  jury,  it  must  be  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  they  are  consequential  damages,  and  relate  to  the  amount 
of  compensation,  rather  than  refer  to  damages  which  may  be 
inflicted  by  way  of  penalty  or  punishment  for  aggravated  miscon- 
duct." 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  learned  author,  while  dissenting  from 
what  he  supposes  to  be  Judge  Brinkeehoff*s  view,  that  counsel 
fees  in  such  cases  may  be  allowed  by  the  jury  as  a  punishment,  or 
as  exemplary  damages ;  proceeds  to  show  that  such  fees  are  an 
expense  incurred,  and  that  their  re-imbursement  to  him  is  really 
c  )m pensation. 

This  is  substantially  the  rule  as  expressed  in  the  syllabus  in 
Roberts  v.  Mason,  and  is  certainly  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  of 
the  rule  as  laid  down  in  Stevens  v.  Handy,  and  Sexton  v.  Toddy 
above  cited. 

In  this  State  it  must,  therefore,  be  regarded  as  settled,  that  in 
actions  of  tort,  involving  malice,  fraud,  insult,  or  oppression,  the 
jury  may,  in  estimating  compensatory  damages,  take  into  consider- 
ation the  reasonable  counsel  fees  of  the  plaintiff  in  prosecuting  his 
action  for  the  redress  of  his  injuries,  against  the  wrong-doer,  even 
where  there  are  mitigating  circumstances  not  amounting  to  a  justi- 
fication. 

In  the  case  before  us,  it  is  charged  in  the  petition  that  the  libel 
was  published  maliciously,  and  with  the  intention  of  injuring  the 
plaintiff  and  destroying  his  business,  and  that  the  defendants  con- 
federated together  for  this  purpose. 

The  testimony,  which  is  made  part  of  the  record  by  bill  or  excep- 
tions, certainly  tends  to  establish  the  charges  in  the  petition.  It 
the  charges  were  fully  proved,  which  was  left  to  the  jury,  enough 
Was  shown  to  evince  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to 
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oppress  the  plaintiff  and  crush  oat  his  business, and  it  was  for  these 
that  he  sought,  and  for  which  the  law  entitled  him  to  recover, 
damages. 

On  the  otlier  hand,  while  the  testimony  did  not  make  a  justifica- 
tion or  legal  excuse  for  the  acts  of  the  defendants,  intended  to  show 
that  the  defendants  may  have  acted  under  a  misapprehension  as  to 
the  main  facts,  and  which  the  plaintiff's  acts  may  have  lent  color  to, 
and  all  of  which  the  jury  was  instructed  to  consider  in  mitigation 
of  damages.  This  is  substantially  the  case  presented  in  Stevens  v. 
Handley,  in  which  the  jury  was  instructed  to  allow  full  compen- 
sation—  to  make  the  plaintiffs  whole;  and  which  were  construed 
to  include  their  counsel  fees.  This  case  seems  to  have  been  followed 
by  the  court  in  its  instructions  to  the  jury  in  the  case  before  us. 
The  clause  of  the  charge  excepted  to  is  not  drawn  with  accuracy 
and  fullness  of  expression  in  itself,  but  when  taken  in  connection 
with  the  whole  charge,  which  is  set  out,  we  do  not  find  it  erroneous; 
and  we  see  no  reason  to  apprehend  that  the  jury  could  have  been 
misled  by  it  to  the  prejudice  of  the  defendants.  The  District 
Court,  therefore,  erred  in  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas. 

There  were  many  other  exceptions  taken,  and  assigned  for  error 
on  the  record,  all  of  which  we  have  considered  but  find  no  errors  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  defendants  below. 

Motion  granted.  The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  reversed, 
and  that  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  affirmed. 

Judgment  accordingly. 

BoYNTON,  J.  I  place  my  concurrence  in  the  decision  in  this 
case  on  the  ground  that  the  publication  of  the  defendants  below, 
set  out  in  the  petition,  being  shown  to  be  untrue,  is  a  libel.  I  am 
not  prepared  to  agree  that  counsel  fees,  in  any  action  in  tort,  con- 
stitute a  proper  item  for  compensation  in  damages,  unless  the 
case  is  one  in  which  the  jury  would  be  justified  in  awarding  puni- 
tive or  exemplary  damages. 

Note  by  thb  Ri5PORTKR.--In  ArvMirono  ▼.  Piemimy  8  Claiire  (Iowa),  80,  a  charge  that 
compensatory  damages  are  such  as  will  repay  the  costs  and  trouble  of  the  suit,  and  of  dls- 
provinir  the  defendant's  allegations,  was  held  correct.  In  Connecticut  the  doctrine  of  the 
principal  case  prevails.  Welch,  v.  DuranU  86  Conn.  82 ;  PlaU  v.  Browru  80  id.  336.  And 
so  in  MankaU.  v.  Betitcr,  27  Ala.  833,  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  the  court  said : 
•*  We  can  readily  perceive  the  Justice  and  good  sense  of  the  rule  which  requires  a  party 
who  wantonly  and  maliciously  abuses  the  process  of  the  court,  or  sues  out  an  attachmeot 
for  the  purpose  of  worrying  or  harassing  the  defendant  without  probable  cause,  to  mako 
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good  his  losses;  and  to  furnish  complete  reparation  and  indemnity  for  the  injury  his  malice 
has  occasioned  ;  '*  and  allowed  the  counsel  fees  of  the  defendant  in  the  original  suit  to  be 
proved  and  considered  by  the  jury  in  eBtimating  the  damages.  Mr.  Sedgwick  says  (Meas. 
Dam.  marg.  p.  98),  ''  It  may  on  principle,  I  think,  be  considered  clear  that  in  cases  proper 
for  the  infliction  of  vindictive  or  exemplary  damages,  the  jury,  in  estimating  those  damages, 
have  a  right  to  take  into  their  consideration  the  probable  expense  of  the  litigation." 

On  the  other  hand  in  Barnard  v.  pitor^  21  Pick.  378,  an  action  of  trespass  for  gross  neg- 
ligence, the  court  held,  that  "  the  counsel  fees  and  other  expenses  of  prosecuting  the  suit, 
not  included  in  the  taxed  costs,  cannot  be  taken  into  consideration  in  assessing  damages.'* 
The  same  was  held  in  Lincoln  v.  Saratoija  and  Schenectady  R.  R.  Co.,  23  Wend.  425,  an 
action  on  the  ci^se  of  negligence  for  personal  injuries.  In  Day  v.  Woodworth^  13  How.  368, 
an  action  for  pulling  down  a  dam,  the  court  say  :  *'  It  is  true  that  damages  assessed  by 
way  of  example  may  thus  indirectly  compensate  the  plaintiff  for  money  expended  in 
counsel  fees ;  but  the  amount  of  these  fees  cannot  be  taken  as  the  measure  of  punish- 
ment, or  as  a  necessary  element  in  its  infliction."  To  the  same  effect  is  Welch  v.  The  StnUh- 
eaaUm  R.  R.  Co..  12  S.  C.  (Rich.)  290.  In  Hicks  v.  Fortcr,  18  Barb.  668,  the  Supreme  Court 
of  New  York  held  that  it  was  error  for  the  judge,  in  an  action  of  slander,  to  charge  that  in 
awarding  damages  the  jury  might  take  into  consideration  the  erpenseg  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  put  by  being  compelled  to  come  into  court  to  vindicate  her  character.  See, 
also,  Hoadley  v.  Wat»m  (45  Vt.  289),  12  Am.  Hep.  197,  and  note,  199. 

In  New  York  the  jury  are  allowed  to  be  told  what  amount  of  damages  will  cany  coftt^. 
EllioU  V.  Brown,  2  Wend.  500 ;  Waffle  v.  Dillenheck,  88  N.  Y.  68.  In  England  the  decisions 
are  conflicting.  The  contrary  of  the  New  York  rule  was  held  in  Levy  v.  MUne,  12  Moore, 
418  ;  4  Bing.  195  ;  and  per  Bramwell,  B.,  in  KUmtyre  v.  AhdnolaK  ^  L.  J.  Ex.  307;  and  a 
recent  case  of  BradUmgh  v.  Brooks,  at  nisi  prius;  while  the  New  York  rule  was  agreed 
toby  Pollock,  C.  B.,  in  KHmore  v.  Ahdoolah,  mpra,  and  in  Wakelin  v.  Afarrf«,  2  F  «&  F. 
28.  In  Waffle  v.  DWcnheck,  fmpra,  the  Supreme  Court  (39  Barb.  135),  considered  that  their 
decision,  which  was  consonant  with  that  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  the  same  case,  was  not 
in  conflict  with  Hliks  v.  Foster,  supra,  tor  there  '*  the  law  regulating  costs  and  the  ques- 
tion of  punitive  damages  were  not  alluded  to ;  "  and  that  the  court  there  said  correctly 
that  "  Elliott  V.  Broirn,  however,  has  no  application  to  the  question  we  are  oonsideriog." 
This  draws  the  distinction  between  costs  and  ctmnselfees. 


Johnson  v.  Sharp. 

(31  Ohio  St.  611.) 
Foreign  assignment  —  deliverp  by  mail —  comity, 

S.,  a  resident  of  this  Sfuti*,  and  a  creditor  of  W.,  who  resided  in  the  State  of 
Missouri,  prepared  uiui  sent  to  W.,  for  execution,  a  deed  of  assignment  to 
himself,  in  trust,  of  all  the  debtor's  property,  real  and  personal,  situate  in 
this  State.  "  for  the  benefit  of  all  his  creditors,  under  the  insolvent  laws  of 
Ohio/'  which  deed  W.  duly  executed  and  placed  in  a  post-office  in  the  State 
of  Mlssoari,  addressed  to  S,,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  who  received  the  same  by 
due  coarse  of  mail,  and  immediately  entered  u]>on  the  execution  of  the  trust. 
Held,  the  assignment  was  complete  and  effectual  to  pass  title  to  the  assignee^ 
from  the  time  the  deed  was  placed  in  the  post-office,  as  against  sahsequent 
attaching  creditors.* 

*See  Aline  v.  LeiAer  (44  Ooim.  19(1),  28  Am.  Rep.  442. 
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ACTION  to  recover  personal  property.     The  opinion  states  the 
case.    Judgment  for  plaintiff. 

Trainer  dk  Cooky  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Hays  &  McCauslin^  contra. 

McIlvainb,  J.  [Omitting  preliminary  considerations.]  The 
sole  question  in  the  case  is,  did  the  assignment  of  the  attached 
property  from  Wallace  to  Sharp  take  effect,  as  against  the  attach* 
ment  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  under  the  rules  of  the  common 
law? 

The  inquiry  therefore  arises,  first,  was  the  contract  of  assign- 
ment complete,  as  a  common-law  contract,  before  the  attachment 
was  levied  ?  The  record  shows  that  the  deed  of  assignment  was 
prepared  by  Sharp,  the  assignee,  who  was  a  creditor  of  the  assignor, 
and  a  resident  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  and  was  sent  to  Wallace,  the 
assignor,  who  was  a  resident  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  for  execution; 
and  that  Wallace  having  duly  signed,  sealed,  and  acknowledged  the 
same,  deposited  the  deed  in  the  post-office  at  Rolla,  in  the  State  of 
Missouri,  to  the  address  of  Sharp  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  at  the  hour 
of  7^  o'clock  A.  M.,  of  November  16,  1874,  which  was  seven  and  a 
half  hours  before  the  attachment  was  levied  upon  the  property. 
The  deed  was  received  by  Sharp  in  due  course  of  mail,  who  imme- 
diately entered  upon  the  execution  of  the  trust.  In  our  .opinion 
the  assignment  was  complete  and  effectual  to  pass  title  to  the 
assignee,  eo  instanti,  that  the  deed  was  placed  in  the  post-office. 
By  that  act  the  assignor  ceased  to  have  control  of  it,  and  having 
placed  it  in  the  mail  for  Sharp,  the  assignee,  who,  by  his  previous 
conduct,  had  consented  to  accept  the  trust,  the  possession  of  the 
carrier  must  be  regarded  as  the  possession  of  the  assignee.  This 
view  is  sustained  by  the  following  authorities:  Prince  v.  Yates,  2 
Tread.  770;  Dargan  v.  Richardson,  2  Cheves,  197;  Merrills  v.  Swift^ 
18  Conn.  257;  Mc Kinney  v.  Rhoads,  5  Watts,  343;  iSniith  v.  Bank 
of  Washingtony  5  Serg.  &  R  »318;  Shubar  et  al.  v.  Winding,  2  Cheves, 
218;  Wilt  V.  Franklin,  1  Binn.  502;  Skipwith  v.  Cunningham,  8 
Leigh,  271;  Read  v.  Robinson,  6  Watts  &  Serg.  329. 

The  next  inquiry  is,  whether  the  assignment,  being  executed  in 
Missouri,  of  property  situated  in  Ohio,  was  effectual  to  pass  title  as 
against  subsequent  attaching  creditors  in  the  latter  State  ? 

The  proposition  involved  in  this  inquiry  is  somewhat  analogous 
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to  tlie  conflicting  claims  arising  un<ier  our  attachment  laws  and  a 
foreign  bankrupt  assignment ;  but,  in  our  judgment,  the  solution 
of  the  question  before  us  cannot  be  determined  by  the  weight  of 
the  authorities  upon  the  latter;  and  chiefly  for  the  reason  that  the 
principle  of  comity  should  be  recognized  in  a  greater  degree 
between  the  members  of  our  Union,  which  are  subject,  under  the 
general  government,  to  a  common  system  of  bankrupt  laws,  than 
l>etween  our  own  and  foreign  governments  with  whom  we  sustain 
no  such  intimate  governmental  relations. 

It  must  be  conceded,  that  the  decided  weight  of  authority,  in 
this  country,  is,  that  our  courts  will  not  subject  our  citizens  to  the 
inconvenience  of  seeking  dividends  under  a  foreign  assignment  in 
bankruptcy,  when  they  have  the  means  of  satisfying  their  claims 
at  home;  and,  possibly,  the  same  may  be  said  when  the  preference 
is  sought  over  any  involuntary  assignment  of  the  debtor^s  property, 
mode  in  invitum  or  by  operation  of  law. 

But  it  appears  to  us  that  a  different  rule  should  be  maintained 
where  a  voluntary  assignment  is  made  in  one  State  of  the  Union  of 
property  situate  in  another,  and  in  conformity  with  the  policy  and 
requirements  of  the  laws  of  the  latter  State.  The  common  right 
of  every  one  to  dispose  of  his  property  wherever  he  may  be,  and  a 
reasonable  acknowledgment  of  the  principle  of  comity,  which 
should  exist  between  sister  States  of  this  Union,  would  seem  to  i*e* 
quire  a  different  rule,  and  such  doctrine  has  been  recognized  iu 
several  of  the  States.  Hanford  v.  Paxne^  32  Vt  442  ;  Farr%ngton 
V.  Alleuy  6  R.  I.  449;  Law  v.  Milhy  18  Penn.  St.  185;  Varnam  v. 
Camp,  1  Green,  326;  Moore  v.  Boniielly  2  Vroom,  90;  Caskiey. 
Webster,  2  Wall.  Jr.  131;  Bholen  v.  Cleveland,  5  Mason,  174;  Moore 
V.  Wittett,  35  Barb.  663. 

In  our  own  State,  it  was  held  in  Sortwell  v.  Jewett,  9  Ohio,  180, 
that  an  assignment  made  by  an  insolvent  debtor,  residing  abroad, 
of  lands  situate  in  Ohio,  will  not  be  superseded  by  a  subsequent 
foreign  attachment  and  in  Fuller  v.  Sieiglitz,  27  Ohio  St.  355;  22 
Am.  Rep.  812,  it  was  held  that  an  assignment  of  a  chose  in  action 
by  a  foreign  insolvent  debtor  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  passed 
the  title  and  right  of  action  to  the  assignee,  as  against  a  subse- 
quently matured  cross-demand  held  by  the  debtor  in  this  State. 

It  is  true,  that  great  contrariety  of  opinion  on  this  general  sub- 
ject has  been  expressed  by  the  courts  of  this  country,  but  on  the 
whole,  we  think,  that  Mr.  Wharton,  in  his  work  on  the  Conflict  of 
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Laws,  §  353,  has  fairly  stated  the  view  most  fully  sastained, 
ill  these  words:  "  We  may,  therefore,  liold  it  to  be  the  law  in  the 
United  States,  that  an  assignment  made  in  one  State  of  personal 
property  in  another  (such  property  not  being  in  transit  or  following 
I  lie  owner's  person),  passes  no  title  to  such  property  as  against 
attaching  creditors  of  the  assignor,  such  creditors  being  domiciled 
in  the  latter  State,  when  such  assignment  is  invalid  by  its  laws." 
And  we  tliiuk  the  implication  arising  from  tlie  language  quoted  is 
also  sustained  by  weight  of  current  authorities,  namely:  that 
if  such  assignment  be  valid,  or,  in  other  words,  be  in  harmony 
witli  the  laws  of  the  State  where  the  property  is  situated,  the  title 
passes,  and  the  rights  of  the  assignee  should  be  protected  against 
subsequent  attaching  creditors. 

There  is  another  ground,  however,  upon  which  the  assignment 
should  be  preferred  to  the  attachment  in  this  case.  Tlie  assignee 
was  a  creditor  of  the  assignor  and  a  resident  of  this  State.  The 
conditions  of  the  trust,  as  well  as  the  form  of  the  assignment,  was 
in  strict  conformity  to  the  policy  and  laws  of  this  State;  and  by 
the  express  terms  of  the  assignment  the  trust  was  to  be  adminis- 
tered *' for  the  benefit  of  all  his  (the  assignor's)  ci-editors  under 
the  insolvent  laws  of  the  Stat^j  of  Ohio."  Now,  surely,  under 
these  conditions,  the  assigned  property  also  being  in  this  State, 
there  can  be  no  good  reason  found,  why  the  courts  of  this  State 
should  refuse  to  recognize  and  administer  this  trust  for  the  bene- 
ficiaries in  as  full  and  ample  a  manner  as  if  the  assignment  had 
been  executed  in  this  State  or  by  a  resident  of  this  State.  Surely 
the  rights  and  conveniences  of  our  own  citizens  under  such  an  as- 
signment should  not  be  deferred  to  those  of  a  subsequent  attach 
ing  creditor  residing  in  another  State. 

Judgmefii  affirmed. 
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Thb  Amazon  Insurance  Company  v.  Wall, 

(81  Ohio  St.  088.) 

Imurance  —  knatdedge  of  agent — eUoppel, 

A  policy  of  insurance  issued  to  a  mortgagee  contained  a  stipulation  that  if 
any  change  took  place  in  the  title  or  possession,  the  policy  should  he  void. 
Without  the  knowledge  of  the  company,  the  owner  sold  and  conveyed  the 
property  and  satisfied  the  mortgage.  Held,  that  a  subsequent  assignment 
of  the  policy  by  the  mortgagee  to  the  purchaser,  and  a  verbal  agreement 
between  the  latter  and  an  agent  of  the  company,  having  power  to  make 
contracts  and  issue  policies,  that  such  assigned  policy  shall  have  the  force 
and  effect  of  a  new  policy  to  the  purchaser,  will  bind  the  company. 

OTION  for  leave  to  file  petition  in  error.  Action  on  policy  of 
fire  insurance  on  property  of  Hamilton.  Parker  was  agent 
of  the  Amazon  Insurance  Company,  with  full  power  to  receive  pro- 
posals for  insurance  against  loss  or  damage  by  fire  or  lightning, 
and  to  make  insurance  by  policies  of  the  company,  countersigned 
by  himself  as  such  agent,  and  to  renew  the  same^  assent  tolassign- 
meuts  or  transfers,  and  in  all  other  matters  and  things  to  attend 
to  the  business  and  duties  of  the  agency,  in  manner  and  form  pre- 
scribed by  the  company.  As  such  agent  he  issued  a  policy  to  Gil- 
lespie, as  mortgagee  of  said  property.  Hamilton  afterward  con- 
veyed the  property  to  Wall,  and  received  in  exchange  a  farm  in 
Champaign  county,  Ohio.  Wall  desiring  to  have  the  property 
unincumbered,  induced  Gillespie  to  take  in  lieu  of  his  mortgage,  a 
mortgage  on  the  Champaign  county  farm,  and  assign  bis  policy 
to  Wall.  Subsequently  the  insured  property  was  burned.  The 
opinion  states  the  other  facts.     Wall  had  judgment. 

Long,  Kramer  £  Kramer,  for  the  motion.  The  assignment  by 
Gillespie  to  Wall,  and  the  consent  of  Parker  thereto,  does  not 
make  a  new  policy,  nor  change  the  original  memorandum  of  the 
insurance.  Bates  v.  Equitable  Lis,  Co,,  10  Wall.  33;  Eastman  v. 
Carroll  County  Ins.  Co,,  45  Me.  307;  Smith  v.  Saratoga  Co,  Im.  Co,^ 
3  Hill,  510;  Fogg  v.  Middlesex  Ins.  Co,,  10  Cush.  33?. 

Lipman  Levy,  contra. 

Okbt,  J.     [Omitting  a  minor  question.]     The  strongest  objec- 
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tion  to  a  recovery,  no  doubt,  is,  that  the  property  was  sold  and 
conveyed  to  Wall;  that  Gillespie  accepted  a  mortgage  from  Hamil- 
ton, on  a  farm  in  Champaign  county,  in  lieu  of  his  mortgage  on 
the  mill;  that  this  was  done  without  the  knowledge  or  assent  of 
the  insurance  company  or  its  agent;  that  by  the  terms  of  the  policy 
it  became  void  when  there  was  a  change  in  the  title  or  possession 
of  the  property;  and  that  where  a  policy  is  terminated  in  this  way 
without  notice  to  the  insurer,  and  without  his  fault,  such  insurer 
may  retain  the  unearned  premium;  so  that  there  would  be  no  con- 
sideration for  the  agreement  with  Wall.  We  need  not  decide  how 
tenable,  under  other  circumstances,  this  position  might  be;  for,  as 
we  have  seen,  Wall  desired  insurance  on  the  property,  and  it  was 
quite  immaterial  to  him  whether  he  obtained  it  through  a  new 
policy  or  by  an  assignment  of  the  policy  issued  to  Gillespie.  The 
exact  condition  of  the  property  —  the  conveyance  to  Wall  and  the 
new  mortgage  to  Gillespie  —  was  fully  explained  to  Parker,  the 
agent,  and  with  such  knowledge  he  agreed  that  Gillespie's  policy, 
when  assigned  to  Wall,  should  have  the  force  and  effect  of  a  new 
policy.  Wall,  believing  Parker's  statement  that  this  was  the  proper 
course,  relied  and  acted  on  it  Under  such  circumstances,  how- 
ever the  transaction  may  be  viewed,  it  is  very  clear  that  the  com- 
pany is  estopped  to  deny  such  act  of  its  agent.  Wood  on  Ins., 
§  407;  Pratt  v.  .V^  York  Central  Ins.  Co.,  65  N.  Y.  506;  14  Am. 
Rep.  304;  .^hm  Ins.  Co.  v.  Olmstead,  21  Mich.  246;  4  Am.  Rep. 
483.  This,  of  course,  is  opposed  to  Cockerill  v.  Cincinnati  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.,  16  Ohio,  148.  But  that  case,  holding  that  verbal  agreements 
with  respect  to  insurance  are  invalid,  is  virtually  overruled  in  the 
Dayton  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kelly,  24  Ohio  St.  345;  15  Am.  Rep.  612.  And 
see  Relief  Fire  I?if<.  Co.  v.  SJuiw,  94  U.  S.  574;  Wood  on  Ins.  10; 
May  on  Ins.  41;  Flanders  on  Ins.  118. 
[Omitting  a  minor  question.] 

MoHon  w&rruled. 
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Mablino  v.  Marling. 

(9  W.  Va.  79.) 

Seal — gift  of  land  hy  umealed  instrument  —  power  of  equttp  to  efeeiuaU, 

A  court  of  equity  will  effectuate  a  gift  of  lands  by  a  father  to  liis  child,  evi- 
denced only  by  an  unsealed  instrument  delivered  to  the  child. 

SUIT  to  compel  a  conyeyance  of  land.     The  opinion  states  the 
facts. 

William  P.  Hubbard,  for  appellant 

Joseph  H.  Pendleton,  for  appellees. 

Green,  J.  Mary  Marling  and  Elizabeth  Marling  bronght  a  suit, 
in  chancery,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Ohio  county,  in  1873,  against 
their  father,  Elijah  Marling,  to  compel  him  to  convey  to  them  a 
certain  farm,  in  that  county.  It  appears  that  in  1845,  Elijah  Mar- 
ling bought  this  farm  of  Hardesty,  and  it  was  conveyed  to  him  ; 
that,  shortly  thereafter,  he  put  his  said  daughters  in  possession 
thereof  and  they  have  ever  since  lived  upon  this  farm.  On  May 
3,  1863,  in  consideration,  only,  of  his  love  and  affection  to  them, 
he  executed  and  delivered  to  them  this  paper  : 

**  I  sine  all  my  Interest  and  claim  unto  Mary  Marling  and  Eliz- 
beth  Marling,  the  farm  they  now  live  on,  coled  the  JTarstt/ iorm,  as 
witness  my  hand  and  sel,  Elijah  Marling.** 
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The  Circuit  Court  of  Ohio  county  ordered  Elijah  Marling  to 
execute,  with  special  wairanty  of  title,  a  deed  of  said  farm  to  them. 
From  this  decree,  Elijah  Marling  has  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  question  presented  to  this  court  for  the  first  time  is, 
whether  a  court  of  equity  should  furnish  its  aid  in  making  effect- 
ive a  gift,  of  land,  by  a  father  to  his  child  where  the  gift  is  evi- 
denced by  an  unsealed  instrument,  executed  by  the  father,  and 
formally  delivered  to  the  child. 

Where  there  is  no  consideration  of  any  kind,  the  courts  have 
decided  tliat  wliere  a  trust  is  actually  created,  and  the  relation  of 
trustee  and  cesiui  que  trust  established,  a  court  of  equity  will,  in 
favor  of  a  volunteer,  enforce  the  execution  of  the  trust ;  although 
it  will  not  create  a  trust,  or  establish  the  relation  of  trustee  and  ^ 
cestui  que  trust,  by  giving  effect  to  an  imperfect  conveyance  in  favor 
of  a  volunteer.  Ellison  v.  Ellison,^  Ves.  Jr.  656  ;  1  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq. 
199.  It  has  also  been  held  that  a  declaration,  by  a  party,  that  prop- 
erty shall  be  held,  in  trust,  for  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  though  un- 
accompanied by  any  deed  or  other  act  divesting  himself  of  the  legal 
estate,  is  an  executive  trust,  and  will  be  enforced ;  and  if  the  prop- 
erty is  personal,  such  declaration  may  be  by  parol,  without  any 
writing.  Pye  <fi  Dulost,  eor  parte,  18  Ves.  Jr.  140  ;  McFadden  v. 
Jenhyns,  1  Hare,  458  ;  8.  c,  1  Ph.  153.  A  court  of  equity,  in  such 
cases,  not  heiiiff  governed  by  the  analogy  of  uses,  for  a  tise  could  not 
arise  by  parol  agreement,  without  a  deed,  except  where  the  consider- 
ation  is  valuable.  Jones  v.  Morley,  12  Mod.  161.  *  When  the  con- 
sideration is  meritorious,  such  as  the  obligation  of  a  parent  to  pro- 
vide for  his  child,  will  a  court  of  equity  establish  the  relation  of 
trustee  and  tlie  cestui  que  trust,  by  giving  effect  to  an  imperfect 
conveyance,  or  by  enforcing  the  specific  performance  of  an  execu- 
tor)' agreement?  There  are  expressions  in  the  opinion  of  Lord 
Eldon,  in  tlie  case  of  Ellison  v.  Ellison,  and  of  Lord  Thurlow, 
in  the  case  of  Colma7i  v.  Sarrell,  1  Ves.  Jr.  50,  which  show  that 
they  supposed  a  court  of  equity  would,  in  such  case,  affoi'd  aid,  if 
the  consideration  was  meritorious;  though  this  question  was  not 
before  the  court  in  these  cases.  And  in  the  case  of  EUis  v.  Ninvnio, 
.  L.  &  G.  teinp.  Sugd.  333  ;  10  Cond.  Eng.  Ch.  534,  Lord  Sugdek 
decided  this  question  in  the  affirmative,  after  the  most  mature  con- 
sideration. In  that  case  the  father,  John  Nimmo,  agreed  with  his 
son  in  law.  Brabazon  Ellis,  that  he  would  settle  upon  his  daughter, 
Mrs.  Ellis,  £50  a  year,  during  her  life,  to  be  raised  out  of  a  certain 
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estate  owned  by  him.  The  agreement  was  reduced  to  writing  and 
signed  by  John  Nimmo,  but  not  sealed.  The  Lord  Chancellor  says: 
''In  this  case  the  question  is,  whether  the  consideration  is  suflBcient 
to  support  a  post-nuptial  agreement  in  writing,  entered  into  by  a 
father  in  favor  of  his  child.  I  should  say  tlie  agreement  ought  to 
be  specifically  executed,  if  we  look  back  we  shall  find  what  was  the 
consideration  necessary  to  raise  a  use  before  and  after  the  statute. '* 
In  Gilbert  on  Uses,  92,  it  is  laid  down,  ^*if  a  man,  in  considera- 
tion of  natural  love  and  affection,  covenants  to  stand  seized  to  the 
use  of  his  son  or  brother,  nephew  or  cousin,  this  is  a  good  use.^' 
Upon  a  covenant  to  stand  seized  for  the  benefit  of  a  wife  or  child, 
equity  held  such  a  consideration  suflBcient  to  bind  the  estate.  That 
was  a  use  before  the  statute;  that  use  the  statute  executed  and 
turned  into  a  possession;  still  it  rested  upon  the  original  equity. 
A  covenant  to  stand  seized  was  merely  an  agreement  founded  on  a 
good  or  meritorious  consideration,  and  the  statute  executed  the 
agreement. 

But  though  covenants  to  stand  seized,  before  the  statute,  were 
mere  contracts,  which  equity,  specifically,  enforced,  yet  as  the 
statute  operated  upon  them,  they  were,  at  once,  distinguished  from 
mere  agreements  or  contracts,  resting  in  fieri,  to  settle  an  estate, 
just  as  bargains  and  sales,  which,  before  the  statute,  were  contracts 
to  sell,  became  actual  conveyances  by  force  of  the  statute,  and  were 
not  confounded,  after  the  statute,  with  simple  contracts  to  sell;  and 
which,  from  their  nature,  could  not  be  deemed  executed.  How  far 
the  consideration,  which,  before  the  statute,  was  suflBcient  to  sup- 
port a  covenant  to  stand  seized,  or  a  bargain  and  sale,  could  sustain 
a  contract,  to  sell  or  settle  an  estate,  since  the  statute,  so  as  to 
enable  equity  to  specifically  enforce  it,  has  been  the  subject  of 
much  judicial  investigation.  In  FothergtU  \,  Fothergill,  Freem,  Ch. 
256,  it  was  held  'Hhat  whenever  a  conveyance  was  made  upon  a 
good  consideration,  if  there  be  any  defect  in  the  execution  of  it, 
that  this  court  hath  always  supplied  the  defect;  and  though  pro- 
visions for  a  wife  and  children  after  marriage  are  not  valuable 
considerations,  yet  they  are  good  considerations,  and  were  always 
helped  in  this  court."  In  Chapman  v.  Gibson,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  229,  a 
surrender  was  supplied  in  favor  of  the  wife  against  the  heir  at  law? 
Lord  Alvanley  saying,  that  he  thought  the  execution  of  a  power 
^nd  a  surrender  of  a  copyhold  go  hand  in  hand,  precisely  on  the 
same  ground.  Now  equity  always  assists  a  defective  execution  of 
Vol.  XXVTI—^^ 
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a  power  voluntarily  executed  in  favor  of  a  wife  as  depending  upon 
the  natural  obligation.  But  the  court  did  not  treat  every  con- 
sideration, which  would  have  raised  a  use  before  the  statute,  as 
sufficient  to  justify  its  interference  after  the  statute. 

In  WaifM  V.  Bullas,  1  P.  Wms.  60  (a  case  found  fault  with  by 
Lord  Hardwioke  in  Goring  \\  Nashy  3  Atk.  189),  a  voluntary  con- 
veyance to  a  brother  of  the  half  blood,  defective  in  law,  was  made 
good  in  equity.  Tlie  Lord  Keeper's  opinion  was  that  as  a  cestui 
que  use,  before  the  statute  in  such  case,  could  have  compelled  an 
execution  of  the  use,  in  a  court  of  equity,  so  would  this  imperfect 
conveyance  rai.xo  a  trust,  in  respect  of  the  consideration  of  blood, 
and,  consequently,  ought  to  be  made  in  good  equity.  The  principle 
was  correct,  Lord  Hardwickb  thought,  but  it  was  carrying  it  too 
far  ;  for  it  would  carry  it  to  the  remotest  blood,  that  could  raise  a 
use  in  law,  and  which  this  court  does  not  regard  ;  "  the  Chancellor 
then  reviews  the  cases  of  Stephens  v.  TViLeman,  1  Ves.  Sen.  73  ; 
Ooritig  v.  NaKhy  mpra;  Osgood  v.  Strode,  2  P.  Wms.  249 ,  Colman 
v.  Sarrel,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  128  and  1  Ves.  Jr.  60,  and  concludes  thus  : 
"In  my  opinion,  the  contract  should  be  specifically  executed, 
though  I  havo  great  hesitation  in  laying  down  this  principle,  and 
took  time  to  consider  it  further.''  And  two  months  afterward, 
having  matnroly  considered  the  subject,  he  says  :  "  The  question 
is,  whctlier  an  agreement,  for  a  meritorious  consideration,  resting 
in  fieri,  is  sucli  a  contract  as  a  court  of  equity  will  enforce. 

"'l  stated  on  a  former  occasion  that,  before  the  statute,  the 
courts  comi)elhHl  tlie  specific  i>erformance  of  agreements,  for  vahi- 
able  or  meritorious  considerations  ;  and  they  viewed  meritorious 
considerations  in  a  very  favorable  light,  holding  them  to  inchide, 
not  merely  a  wife  or  a  child,  but  some  collaterals,  as  a  brother, 
nephew  or  cousin.  A  covenant  to  stand  seized  was  a  mere  con- 
tract or  agreement  by  a  person  to  settle  or  hold  his  estate  fof 
the  benefit  of  his  family  ;  and  a  meritorious  consideration  alone, 
without  a  valuable  consideration,  was  sufficient  to  support  such  h 
contract.  Afterward  came  the  statute  for  transferring  uses  inta 
possessions.  That  statute  made  no  other  change  than  that  of  trans- 
ferring or  turning  the  use  into  a  possession,  which  carries  the  legal 
right.  Now  in  that  view,  the  statute  operated  on  the  original  consid- 
eration. In  the  case  of  bargains  and  sales,  the  use  is  still  raised, 
by  reason  of  the  old  doctrines ;  money  or  rent  was  sufficient  to 
raise  such  a  use   upon  a  bargain  and  sale,  which  was  originally  a 
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conti*act  for  sale,  in  a  lease  executory.  Equity,  before  the  statute, 
raised  the  use,  and  after  the  statute,  tlie  use  was  operated  upon  by  the 
statute.  Covenants  to  stand  seized  were  quaintly  called  conveyances 
not  operating  by  transmutation  of  possession.  The  further  inter- 
ference of  equity  would  seem  to  have  bee^  excluded,  but  the  gen- 
eral voice  being  in  favor  of  uses,  modes  were  invented  for  their 
re-introduction,  in  spite  of  the  statute,  and  the  statute  itself 
simply  operated  to  introduce  new  modes  of  conveyance,  which 
would  carry  the  legal  estate.  But  this  did  not  interfere  with  the 
ancient  equities,  or  the  operation  of  the  statute  upon  them  : 
suppose  a  bargain  and  sale,  in  consideration  of  five  shillings,  the 
statute  would  operate  on  that,  and  vest  the  legal  estate,  because 
there  was  a  valuable  consideration,  and  equity  did  not  inquire  into 
the  amount  of  it.  It  became  a  form  of  conveyance.  Now  if,  since 
the  statute,  it  could  be  shown  that  five  shillings,  which  is  a  mere 
nominal  consideration,  was  the  only  one,  the  court  would  set  aside 
the  conveyance,  and  look  into  the  real  merits  of  the  original  trans- 
action being  still  open  to  investigation  in  this  court,  so.  that  the 
conveyance,  as  such,  still  operates,  by  force  of  the  original  equity, 
that  the  consideration  was  sufficient,  and  yet  a  court  of  equity  may 
set  aside  the  conveyance,  because  it  deems  the  consideration  insuf- 
ficient." 

As  regards  covenants  to  stand  seized,  they  remain,  as  before  the 
statute,  mere  agreements  to  hold  the  estate  for  the  benefit  of  the 
settlor's  family.  In  Watts  v.  Bullas,  1  P.  Wms.  60,  the  Lord 
Keeper,  who  had  then  recently  come  out  of  a  court  of  law,  seemed 
inclined  to  impart  the  opinions  then  formed  into  equity,  and  he  * 
enforced  a  conveyance  in  favor  of  a  brother,  of  the  half  blood. 
Lord  Hardwicke  found  fault  with  that,  and  it  certainly  was  carried 
too  far,  but  the  principle  is  correct,  and  there  is  no  reason  why 
equity  should  not  now  execute  an  agreement  in  the  same  manner, 
as,  before  the  statute,  it  would  have  compelled  an  execution  of  the 
use,  provided  it  be  within  the  proper  limits  ;  for  instance,  a  provis- 
ion for  a  wife  or  child,  defective  execution  of  powers  are  said  to  be 
analogous  to  this  case.  Such  defective  executions  and  defective 
surrenders,  of  copyholds,  strictly  depend  upon  the  same  rules. 
Now  in  these  cases,  the  court  executes  the  intention  of  the  settlor, 
either  against  his  representatives  or  the  person  taking  the  estate, 
in  default  of  a  valid  execution  of  the  power  or  surrender  of  the 
copyholds,  when   there  is  a  good  consideration.     If  there  be  such 
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a  consideration,  tlie  i)arty  taking  the  estate  is  not  permitted  to  rely 
upon  the  defect;  but  the  court  will  effectuate  the  intention  of  the 
settlor,  and,  speaking  generally,  this  equity  is  enforced,  not  against 
the  settlor  himself,  but  in  his  favor,  that  is  in  the  execution  of  his 
intention,  and  at  the  expense  of  a  third  party.  That  rule  is  now 
settled.  But  this  case  does  not  rest,  exactly,  on  the  same  gi-ounds 
as  defective  executions  of  powers,  as  in  cases  like  the  present, 
there  is  a  contract;  whereas  the  former  do  not  arise  out  of  a  contract, 
but  depend  upon  an  intention  to  settle.  In  all  such  cases,  however, 
the  court  requires  a  sufficient  consideration,  and  I  find  a  provision 
for  a  wife  or  child  is  held  a  meritorious  consideration,  proper  to 
call  into  action  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity,  in  aid  of  a  defective 
execution  or  surrender.  Xowin  my  oi)inion  it  makes  no  difference 
whether  that  power  is  required  to  aid  a  defective  surrender,  or  to 
enforce  an  agreement  in  fieri ;  in  each  case  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion is  necessary  to  enable  the  court  to  act ;  in  the  one  case  it  has 
been  established  what  is  a  sufficient  consideration,  and  that  must 
apply,  equally,  to  the  otlier  case. 

*'  I  have  before  me  a  contract,  which  I  am  bound  to  enforce,  if 
there  is  a  sufficient  consideration.  The  consideration  is  such  as 
would  enable  the  court  to  remedy  even  a  defective  settlement, 
where  there  is  no  contract.  I  think  it,  fl/or//ori,sufficient  to  sus- 
tain an  actual  contract,  and  I  shall,  therefore,  decree  a  specific 
performance  of  the  agreement.'' 

The  authority  of  this  case  was,  however,  weakened  by  the  case 
of  Dillon  V.  Coppin,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  647,  18  Eng.  Ch.  R.  646.  It 
was  the  case  of  an  imperfect  transfer;  and  the  circumstances  did 
not  indicate  an  absolute  intention  of  the  parent  to  make  it.  The 
father  retained  the  deed  in  his  possession,  during  his  life,  and  had 
indorsed,  on  an  envelope  on  the  deed,  that  it  was  to  be  given  to 
his  daughter.  The  case  was  also  between  children  of  the  same 
testator.  It  was  also  further  weakened  by  the  decision  of  Jefferys 
v.  Jefferys,  1  Cr.  &  Ph.  138;  18  Eng.  Ch.  R.  137.  The  case  was 
that  of  a  child,  to  whose  use  the  father  had  covenanted  to  surrender 
a  copyhold,  against  the  wife,  to  whom  he  had  devised  it;  and  who, 
after  his  death,  had  been  admitted.  The  two  claims  were  equally 
meritorious  -  the  children  and  the  widow.  -  The  court  refused  its 
aid.  And  in  the  case  of  Moore  v.  Crofton,  3  Jo.  &  Lat  442,  Sir 
Edward  Sugdbn  found  himself  obliged  to  yield  to  the  current  of 
authority,  and   to  admit  Ellis  v.   Nimmo  to  be  overruled.     He^ 
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however,  declared  that  he  still  thought  it  decided,  upon  sound 
principles  of  equity.  But  the  tendency  of  American  authorities  is 
to  sustain  the  principles  laid  down  by  Lord  Sugden  in  this  case. 

In  the  case  of  Thompson  v.  Thompson,  3  Miss.  737,  the  court  of 
appeals  cancelled  an  instrument  of  writing,  whereby  a  father  gave 
to  his  children  thirteen  negroes,  after  his  death,  the  negroes  to 
remain  in  his  possession.  The  instrument  of  writing  was  not  under 
seal,  and,  though  delivered,  it  was  alleged,  though  not  proven,  that 
it  was  an  imperfect  paper  to  be  held,  during  the  pleasure  of  the 
donor.  The  court  say  that  their  decision  would  have  been  the 
same,  had  the  instrument  been  a  deed.  In  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  2 
Humph.  597,  the  court  set  aside,  as  a  deed,  a  sealed  instrument, 
by  which  he  gave  to  his  son  certain  slaves.  It  was  witnessed  and 
deposited  in  his  trunk,  with  the  declaration,  made  to  several 
parties,  that  it  should  take  effect  at  his  death,  but  not  before. 
The  court  declared  that  the  instniment  was  inoperative,  as  a  deed 
but  retained  the  case,  with  leave  to  the  son,  if  he  could,  to  have 
the  paper  propounded,  in  the  proper  court  as  a  will. 

In  Martin's  Admr.  v.  Ramsey,  5  Humph.  349,  a  deed  of  gift  was 
found  amongst  the  papers  of  a  dead  man,  executed  by  him  to  his 
daughter,  and  witnessed;  there  was  no  evidence,  from  his  conduct 
or  declarations,  that  he  considered  the  act  complete  when  he 
acknowledged  the  deed;  the  court,  therefore,  held  the  property  to 
belong  to  the  administrator  of  the  father.  But  in  the  case  of  Gra- 
ham £  Go,  V.  Lamberty  5  Humph.  595,  the  father  executed  to  his 
daughter  an  absolute  conveyance  of  all  his  negroes  and  other  per- 
sonal property,  retaining  a  life  estate  to  himself ;  at  the  same  time 
he  took  from  her  a  bond,  to  her  brothers  and  sisters,  agreeing 
to  divide  this  property  equally  among  them,  herself  included,  at 
her  father's  death.  He  subsequently  surrendered  this  bond  to  her, 
she  retaining  the  deed.  Heldy  that  the  bond  and  deed  together 
constituted  a  conveyance  and  settlement  of  his  negroes  and  other 
property,  on  all  his  children,  which  is  supported  by  the  considera- 
tion of  love  and  affection;  and  the  bond  could  not  be  surrendered 
without  the  consent  of  those  for  whose  use  it  was  made. 

In  re  GamphelVs  estate,  7  Barr,  101,  an  uncle  directed  a  promis- 
sory note  to  him  of  a  nephew,  to  bo  given  up  or  destroyed,  but  it 
was  never  done.  Held,  that  the  nephew  was  not  thereby  released 
from  the  payment  of  the  debt  to  the  uncle's  administrator.  And 
in  Henderson^ s  Admr.  v.  Henderson,  21  Mo.  379,  the  same  was  held 
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when  a  father  had  directed  his  son's  note  to  be  surrendered,  but 
which  had  not  been  done.  In  Kennedy's  Exr,  v.  Ware,  1  Barr, 
445,  Chief  Justice  Gibon,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
held.tliat  an  equitable  assignment  of  a  chose  in  aciion,  in  consid- 
eration of  natural  love  and  affection,  is  void;  but  the  same  judge 
in  Dennison  v.  Goehring^  7  Barr,  179,  says,  "  But  even  if  it  were 
to  take  the  deed  to  be  not  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  in  trust, 
but  an  executory  agreement  to  create  a  trust,  it  is  far  from  clear 
that  the  result  would  be  different.  Natural  affection,  though  not 
a  valuable,  is  a  meritorious  consideration,  on  the  foot  of  which, 
an  agreement  by  a  father  to  secure  a  provision  for  his  child  Inis  been 
enforced  in  equity,  by  reason  of  the  obligation  of  j)arents  to  pro- 
vide for  their  offspring.  Thus  a  covenant  with  a  son  to  renew  a 
lease  was  enforced,  in  JTushaiid  v.  Pollard,  cited,  2  P.  Wnis.  467; 
and  in  Goring  v.  Nash,  3  Atk.  189,  a  fathei^'s  covenant  to  settle 
an  estate  on  his  son  was  specifically  executed.  In  such  a  case,  a 
legitimate  child  is  not  held  to  be  a  volunteer,  though  it  \\"a%  held,  in 
Fursaker  v.  Robinson,  Prec.  in  C'h.  475,  that  a  bastard  is  so.  In 
corroboi*ation  of  the  principle,  may  be  mentioned  those  cases  in 
which  equity  has  supplied  the  surrender  of  a  copyhold  and  the 
defective  execution  of  a  power  in  favor  of  an  illegitimate  child." 

In  Pennington's  Admr.  w  Giliing's  Exr.  2  Gill  &  Johns.  208, 
it  was  held  that  certificate  of  bank  stock,  indorsed  by  father  and 
delivered  to  a  son,  would  not  sustain  a  bill  in  equity  for  the  trans- 
fer of  the  stock.  The  court  says,  '*  The  consideration  of  natural 
love  and  affection  is  sufficient  in  a  deed  ;  but  a  mere  executory  con- 
tract, that  acquires  a  consideration,  oarmot  be  supported  on  the 
consideration  of  blood  or  natural  love  and  affection;  there  must  be 
something  more  ;  a  valuable  consideration,  or  it  is  not  good  and 
cannot  be  enforced  at  law,  but  may  be  broken  at  the  will  of  the 
party.  And  being  void  at  law,  chancery  cannot  sustain  and  enforce 
iU"  But  in  the  case  of  Haines  v.  Haines,  A  Md.  Ch.  Decisions, 
133,  Johnson,  Chancellor,  seemed  to  consider  that  a  court  of  equity 
should  deal  favorably  with  an  agreement  to  convey  land  by  a  parent 
with  a  child,  and  it  would  be  supported  by  a  slight  considemtion, 
and  on  an  appeal  from  his  decision,  6  Md.  435,  the  Court  of  Appeals 
of  Maryland  held  that,  where  a  father  executed  a  written  contract 
under  seal,  whereby  he  agreed,  in  consideration  of  $5  received,  to 
convey  to  his  daughter  a  tract  of  one  hundred  and  seventy  acres  of 
land,  of  which  he  had  put   her  in  possession,  a  court  of  equity 
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iKTould,  on  her  application  based  on  his  paper  aloue^  decree  a  specific 
performance. 

In  North  Carolina,  it  is  held  that  a  deed,  from  a  husband  to  a 
wife  for  slaves,  cannot  have  the  effect  of  vesting  the  title  in  her, 
yet  it  amounts  to  a  declaration  of  trust  in  her  favor.  Hunily  v. 
ffu7itly,  6  Ired.  Eq.  614;  Oarner  v.  Oarner,  Busb.  Eq.  1.  The  court 
in  the  last  case  quotes  from  Adams'  Equity,  approvingly,  "  Al- 
though a  promise  made  without  a  valuable  consideration  is  void, 
yet  if  an  intended  gift,  on  meritorious  consideration,  be  imperfectly 
executed,  and  if  the  intention  remains  unaltered,  at  the  death  of 
the  donor  there  is  an  equity  to  enforce  it  in  favor  of  his  intention 
against  persons  claiming  by  operation  of  law,  without  an  equally 
meritorious  claim." 

In  the  case  of  Haysv,  Kershow,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  258,  the  Assist- 
ant Vice  Chancellor  says,  ''Covenants  and  agreements,  founded 
on  a  good  consideration,  or  oftentimes  expressed  on  a  meritor- 
*ious  consideration,  are  however  upheld  and  enforced  specifically 
in  this  court  And  it  has  been  a  mooted  question  whether 
collateral  consanguinity,  as  that  of  a  brother,  nephew,  niece,  etc., 
was  not  a  meritorious  consideration.  I  think  it  is  now  settled 
upon  authority,  it  is  not.  In  the  case  before  us  (which  was 
a  voluntiiry  executory  agreement,  to  convey  to  a  niece),  there 
was  no  moral  obligation  to  provide  for  a  wife  or  children,  or 
a  parent;  and  there  was,  therefore,  no  such  good  or  meritorious 
considenition  as  will  induce  this  court  to  decree  the  perform- 
ance of  the  covenant  in  the  sealed  instrument  in  question,"  but 
he,  with  much  difficulty,  held  this  instrument  and  another 
executed  at  the  same  time,  taken  together,  might  be  construed  to 
constitute  an  executed  trust,  and  as  such,  he  enforced  them.  And 
in  Bmm  v.  Winthrop,  1  Johns.  Ch.  329,  the  Chancellor  says,  "  The 
grantor,  a  man  of  very  large  fortune,  was  bound  in  reason  and  jus- 
tice to  provide  for  his  mistress,  and  child  by  her.  The  innocent 
offspring  of  criminal  indulgence  has  a  claim  for  protection  and 
support,  which  a  court  of  equity  cannot  and  do  not  disregard." 
This  language,  however,  it  should  be  remembered,  was  used,  in  a 
case  in  which  he  held  that  a  trust  was  not  executory  but  exe- 
cuted. 

In  Kentucky,  by  a  series  of  decisions,  it  is  well  settled  that  a  volun- 
tary agreement,  by  a  father  with  a  child,  to  convey  land,  will  be  specif- 
ically  executed.    Mclniire  v.  ffughes,^  Bibb,  186;  Mahan  v.  Mahan,  7 
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B.  Monr.579;  Bright  v.  Bright,  Sid.  l^LButin  Buford^s  Heirs 
V.  McKee,  1  Dana,  107  it  w&a decided  that  such  voluntary  agreement  in 
favor  of  a  niece  would  not  be  specifically  enforced.  In  Mclntire  v. 
Hughes  the  court  uses  this  language  :  "  It  is  true  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  enforce  the  specific  execution  of  a  contract  which  is  merely 
voluntary  ;  but  the  obligation  by  Mclntire  to  his  son  is  evidently 
not  of  that  description.  The  relation  between  them  of  father  and 
son  is  not  only  alleged  in  the  bill,  but  is  apparent  on  the  face  of 
the  obligation,  and  that  relation,  though  not  a  valuable  consider- 
ation, is  deemed  in  law  a  good  consideration. 

Under  the  statute  of  uses,  the  proximity  of  blood  between  the 
father  and  son  is  sufficient  to  support  a  covenant  by  the  former  to 
stand  seized  for  the  use  of  the  latter;  and  if  so  prior  to  the  statute 
it  must  have  been  a  sufficient  consideration  to  have  created  the 
use;  for  the  statute  could  only  operate  to  transfer  the  })()<session  to 
the  use,  where  there  is  a  use  created.  Now  a  U8o,  ])rior  to  the 
statute,  was  similar  to  what  is  denominated  a  trust  since.  It  gave  to 
the  cestui  que  use  no  right  to  the  thing,  but  it  gave  him  a  right  in 
equity  to  demand  the  thing.  And  prior  to  tlie  statute,  it  was  the 
common  practice  to  resort  to  a  court  of  chancery  to  enforce  the 
execution  of  a  use  as  it  still  is  to  enforce  the  execution  of  a  trust. 
The  inference  is,  therefore,  clear  that  proximity  of  blood  has  al- 
ways been  a  sufficient  consideration  to  warrant  the  inteii>osition 
of  a  court  of  equity,  where  there  was  no  other  circumstance  ni 
the  case  which  forbade  such  interposition. 

Whether  if  the  contract  is  not  by  deed,  a  court  of  equity  would 
when  tliere  is  no  other  consideration  than  that  of  blood,  decree  its 
specific  performance,  is  not  material  to  decide;  nor  is  this  court  to 
be  understood  as  giving  any  opinion  on  tliat  point ;  for  in  this 
ease  the  contract  is  under  seal." 

In  Dtirh'})fjton  v.  McCoole,  1  Leigh,  36,  the  contract  sought  to  be 
enforced  was  a  mere  verbal  one;  the  court  says,  **  There  is,  in  this 
case,  neither  a  valuable,  nor  a  meritorious  consideration,  without 
one  of  which,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  aid  a  defective  conveyance, 
much  less  enforce  a  bare  agreement,  even  were  it  in  writing; " 
though  this  is  an  obiter  dictum^  it  would  seem  from  it  that  the 
court  thought  that,  if  there  was  a  meritorious  consideration,  the 
court  would  enforce  a  contract  in  writing,  though  not  under  seal. 
In  Jones  and  Wife  v.  Obenchain,  10  Gratt.  259,  it  was  held  that  a 
deed  from  a  husband  to  his  wife,  conveying  to  her  all  his  property. 
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real  and  personal,  under  circumstances  showing  a  strong  meritor- 
ious consideration,  should  be  set  up,  in  equity,  against  a  nephew, 
the  heir  at  law,  of  the  grantor. 

The  case  of  SJiepard  v.  Sliepard,  7  Johns.  Ch.  63,  is  referred  to 
by  the  court  as  a  similar  caae,  and  we  have  seen  there  are  two  sim- 
ilar cases,  which  have  been  decided,  in  like  manner,  in  North  Car- 
olina. In  the  case  of  Caldwell  v.  Williams,  Bailey's  Eq.  175,  Chan- 
cellor Harpeh  says,  ^*  Some  agreements  which  are  termed  voluntary 
are  executed  in  this  court,  when  made  in  favor  of  a  wife  or  children; 
but  they  are  always  agreements,  by  deed  or  covenants ;  agreements 
under  seal,  which  imports  a  consideration,  and  renders  them  valid,  [ 
at  law.  There  is  no  instance  of  an  agreement  being  enforced  ; 
which  is  not  only  voluntary,  in  the  equity  sense  of  the  word,  but 
is  also  nudum  pactumJ^  But  this  was  a  mere  obiter  dictum,  as  the 
case  before  the  court  was  a  mere  verbal  contract 

It  would,  obviously,  be  impossible  to  reconcile  these  American 
cases.  But  we  may  safely  say  that  the  principles  laid  down  in 
Ellis  V.  Nimmo,  by  Lord  Suodek,  are  approved  by  the  weight  of 
American  authorities. 

The  question  whether  a  voluntary  executory  agreement,  based  on 
a  meritorious  consideration,  must,  necessarily,  be  under  seal  before 
it  will  be  enforced,  specifically,  by  a  court  of  equity,  seems  to  be 
undecided.  We  propose  now  to  consider  this  question.  The  argu- 
ment, which  makes  the  aid  furnished  by  a  court  of  equity,  in  such 
cases,  to  depend  upon  whether  the  instrument  is  sealed  or  unsealed, 
is  thus  presented  by  Lewin  in  his  Treatise  on  Trusts,  95,  "  In 
regard  to  covenants  to  stand  seized  to  uses,  it  is  evident  that  mere 
meritorious  consideration  was  not  sufficient  ground  to  attract  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court;  for  no  use  would  have  arisen  in  favor  of 
a  wife  or  child,  unless  there  had  been  a  covenant.  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice Holt  said  (12  Mod.  161),  if  a  use  were  without  transmutation 
of  possession,  the  use  then  does  not  arise  by  virtue  of  any  declara- 
tion or  appointment,  but  there  must  be  some  precedent  obligation, 
to  oblige  the  party  declaring  the  use,  which  must  be  founded  on 
some  consideration ;  for  a  use  having  its  foundation  on  grounds  of 
equity  could  not  be  relieved  in  chancery  without  transmutation  of 
possession,  or  an  agreement  founded  on  a  consideration — and 
therefore,  if  bargain  and  sale  was  made  of  a  man's  land,  on  pay- 
ment of  the  money,  the  use  would  have  arisen,  without  deed,  by 
parol;  but  if  the  use  was  in  consideration  of  blood,  then  it  would 
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uot  arise  bj  parol  agreement  without  a  deed;  because  that  agree- 
ment was  not  an  obligatory  agreement  —  it  wanted  a  consideration^ 
and,  therefore,  to  make  it  an  obliging  agreement,  there  was  neces- 
sity of  a  deed.  J'hus  if  equity  be  governed  by  a  strict  analogy  of 
uses,  the  court  cannot  act  upon  meritorious  consideration,  when 
the  contract  is  by  parol,  though  when  the  contract  is  under  seal  the 
analogy  applies.''  This  reasoning  is  unsatisfactory  ;  for  a  court  of 
equity  has,  in  many  instances,  as  we  have  seen,  not  been  governed 
by  a  strict  analogy  of  uses.  For  we  have  seen  that  a  mere  declara- 
tion in  writing,  and  in  the  case  of  personal  property,  a  mere  verbal 
declaration  by  the  owner  of  property,  though  unaccompanied  by 
any  deed  or  any  act  divesting  himself  of  the  legal  title,  a  court  of 
equity  now  regards  as  an  executed  trust,  and  will  enforce  it  specifi- 
cally. Again,  as  we  have  seen,  and  as  admitted  by  Lewin,  page  96, 
a  covenant  to  stand  seized  to  the  use  extended  to  collateral  rela- 
tions; but  now  a  court  of  equity  never  aids  a  collateral  relation, 
for  a  man  is  under  no  obligation  to  make  provision  for  his  collat- 
eral relations,  but  only  for  his  immediate  family,  his  wife  or  chil- 
dren. And  as  another  instance  of  a  departure  from  the  strict 
analogy  of  uses,  a  bargain  and  sale  for  a  nominal  consideration  of 
$1,  still  operates,  by  way  of  conveyance,  to  transfer  the  estate;  but 
now,  if  the  bargain  and  sale  be  void  for  want  of  seal  or  any  other 
reason,  a  court  of  equity  would,  undoubtedly,  decline  its  aid  to- 
such  a  bargainee,  on  the  basis  of  a  trust.  This  is  admitted  by 
Lewin,  page  96,  and  in  the  case  of  Buford's  Heirs  v.  McKee,  1 
Dana,  107.  The  court,  speaking  of  this,  says:  "  The  idea  which 
seems  to  have  had  some  countenance,  from  a  few  old  cases,  that  an 
agreement  in  writing  would  be  specifically  enforced  merely  because 
it  was  solemnized  by  the  signature  and  seal  of  the  party,  has  been 
long  exploded."  Yet  if  we  were  to  follow  the  analogy  of  uses 
strictly,  such  an  agreement  would  now  be  specifically  enforced.  It 
would  seem,  therefore,  that  a  court  of  equity  now  looks  to  the  real 
consideration  of  the  contract  or  assignment,  and  gives  or  refuses  ita 
aid,  according  to  the  real  merits  of  the  case,  disregarding  the  form  the 
contract  or  assignment  may  assume,  and  declining  to  follow  the  strict 
analogy  of  uses,  when  it  would  lead  to  inequitable  results.  The  argu- 
ment of  Lewin  is,  sometimes,  varied  in  form,  and  it  is  said  there  must 
be  a  valid  and  obligatory  contract  as  a  preliminary  basis  to  any  equit- 
able interference,  and  then  that  equity  grants  its  extraordinary  aid, 
only  where  there  is  an  actual  consideration,  valuable  or  meritorious* 
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To  this  form  of  the  argument  Haepbr,  Chancellor,  alludes,  when  in 
Caldwell  v.  Williams,  1  Bailey's  Eq.  175,  he  says, "  there  is  no  instance 
of  an  agreement  being  enforced,  which  is  not  only  voluntary,  in 
the  equity  sense  of  the  word,  but  is  also  nvdum  pactum  at  law." 
To  this  form  of  the  argument  we  would  reply  by  referring  to  what 
has  been  said  in  reply  to  Lewin's  mode  of  presenting  it,  and  we 
would  add  that  there  are  numerous  cases,  in  which  contracts  or 
deeds  null  at  law  have  been  specifically  enforced  at  equity,  or  been 
aided  where  inoperative  as  a  deed. 

The  case  of  Ellis  v.  Nimmo,  supra,  is  an  example  of  a  voluntary 
contract,  based  on  a  meritorious  consideration,  not  under  seal,  and, 
therefore,  a  nudum  pactum,  or  void  at  law,  being  specifically  exe- 
cuted in  equity.  And  Lord  Sugden,  in  delivering  his  well-consid- 
ered opinion,  makes  no  allusion  to  the  instrument  on  which  he  was 
acting,  being  unsealed.  He  seemed  to  regard  it  as  immaterial, 
whether  it  was  sealed  or  unsealed.  The  two  cases  cited  from  the 
North  Carolina  reports  of  Huntly  v.  Huntly,  and  Garner  v.  OarneTy 
supra;  also  Shepard  v.  SJiepard,  and  Jo7ies  and  Wife  v.  Obenchain, 
10  Gratt.  259,  supra,  are  all  instances  of  contracts  or  deeds,  void 
at  law,  being  specifically  executed  or  aided  in  equity.  They  were 
deeds  by  husbands  to  their  wives  utterly  void  at  law,  as  much  so 
as  any  voluntary  agreement  not  under  seal.  The  case,  too,  of  Ex 
parte  Pye  v.  Duport,  supra,  and  McFarden  v.  Jenkins,  supra,  and 
numerous  other  similar  cases,  seem  to  indicate  that  there  should 
be  no  necessity  that  a  valid  contract  or  assignment  at  law  should 
necessarily  exist  before  equity  furnishes  its  aid.  These  cases  estab- 
lishing that  a  court  of  equity  will,  in  favor  of  a  mere  volunteer, 
enforce  a  simple  declaration  in  writing,  not  under  seal,  by  an 
owner  of  property,  that  it  shall  be  held  in  trust  for  the  objects  of 
his  bounty,  we  conclude,  therefore,  that  a  voluntary  agreement, 
whether  under  seal  or  not,  will  be  enforced  by  a  court  of  equity 
in  favor  of  a  wife  or  child,  or  a  defective  conveyance  or  assignment, 
whether  under  seal  or  not,  will  be  aided  in  favor  of  a  wife  or 
child,  whether  it  be  under  seal  or  not ;  but  the  agreement  or  as- 
signment should,  distinctly,  appear  to  be  complete  and  definite ; 
and  this  can  only  appear,  with  the  requisite  distinctness,  by  the 
formal  delivery  of  the  instrument  in  writing,  expressing  the  agee- 
ment  or  assignment.  Such  an  agreement  or  assignment  should 
not  be  deduced  from  the  letters  of  a  parent  to  a  child  ;  much  may 
be  said  in  such  letters  that  the  parent  might  decline,  if  called  upon 
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to  put  in  an  instrument  of  writing,  and  formally  deliver.  If  thus 
formally  delivered,  we  may,  we  think,  safely  and  justly  dispense 
with  the  seal  in  all  eases.  We  are  the  better  satisfied  with  this 
conclusion,  as  modern  courts  of  equity  ai*e  paying  less  and  less 
regard  to  mere  formalities,  and  a  seal  in  the  United  States  is  becom- 
ing more  and  more  regarded  as  a  mere  formality.  It  has  ceased  to 
be  the  solemnity  which  it  was,  and  much  of  its  effect  was  due  to 
its  solemnity.  In  several  of  the  States,  all  differences  between 
sealed  and  unsealed  instruments  are  abolished,  and  in  all  of  them 
there  is  far  less  difference  than  the  common  law  establishes.  We 
could  not  adopt  the  language  of  Judge  Baldwin,  in  Ortman  v. 
Dixon,  13  Cal.  36,  and  say,  **The  difference  between  instruments 
sealed  and  unsealed  is,  at  least,  at  this  day,  a  mei*e  arbitrary  and 
unmeaning  distinction,  made  by  technical  law,  unsustained  by 
reason."  But  still  we  would  not  extend  the  cases  in  which  the 
use  of  seals  are  required,  beyond  those  cases  in  which  they  now  are 
clearly  required ;  and  we  are  of  the  opinion,  both  on  reason  and 
authority,  that  a  seal  has  not,  clearly,  been  heretofore  required  to 
make  such  a  paper  as  the  plaintiffs  present  with  their  bill,  in  this 
case,  effective  in  a  court  of  equity,  when  its  aid  is  invoked  by  a 
child. 

[Omitting  an  immaterial  question.] 

The  other  judges  concurred.  Decree  affirmed. 


Douglass  v.  Town  op  Hakris7illb. 

(9  W.  Va.  168.) 

Taxation  —  injunction  against  collection  of  illegal  tax. 

Equity  will  not  enjoin  the  collection  of  an  illegal  tax,  in  the  absence  of  special 
circumstances,  as  for  example  to  prevent  multiplicity  of  suits,  or  irreparable 
injury,  or  cloud  upon  title.* 

•  Youngblood  v.  Sexton  (82  Mich.  406),  20  Am.  Rep.  664;  LsiviM  v.  Spencer  (7  W.  Va, 
680),  83  Am.  Rep.  610,  and  note,  62S.  In  CUy  of  Delphi  v.  Bnwen,  61  lod.  20,  it  is  said : 
*'  In  those  States  where  law  and  equity  are  administered  separately,  and  by  different 
modes  of  procedure,  an  Injunction  will  not  lie  to  prevent  the  collection  of  even  a 
void  tax,  unless  the  case  presente  some  peculiar  ground  for  equity  Jurisdiction,  as  the 
prevention  of  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  or  the  removal  of  a  cloud  upon  title,  or  where  an 
action  at  law  cannot  afford  an  adequate  remedy.  But  in  this  State  where  the  dis- 
tinction between  actions  at  law  and  suits  In  equity  and  the  forms  of  actions  are  abol« 
ished,  the  remedy  by  injunction,  to  restrain  an  action  of  an  i11e<ral  and  void  tax,  may 
be  sought  at  once. 
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ILL  for  injunction  to  restrain  collection  of  a  tax.     The  opinion 
states  the  facts. 


Scott  tt*  Cole,  for  appellants. 
Robert  S.  BlaiVy  for  appellees. 

Haymond,  President.  This  is  a  bill  of  injunction,  filed  in  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Ritchie  county,  against  the  defendants,  to  restrain 
tlie  collection  of  a  sum  of  money  assessed  by  the  town  of  Harris- 
ville against  the  plaintiffs,  being  the  costs  of  constructing  a  certain 
pavement  or  sidewalk,  on  the  street,  adjacent  to  a  lot  of  plaintiffs, 
which  pavement  the  plaintiffs  had  been  previously  ordered  to 
make,  and  notified,  that,  unless  they  did  so  within  a  specified  time, 
it  would  be  done  by  the  town  at  their  costs.  The  bill  alleges,  in 
substance,  that  said  assessment  is,  in  fact,  a  tax,  and  that  it  is 
illegal  and  unconstitutional;  that  the  assessment  so  made  was 
placed  iu  the  hands  of  defendant.  Bush,  acting  as  town  sergeant; 
that  said  Bush  has  levied  said  assessment  on  a  buggy  of  plaintiffs, 
and  has  advertised  the  same  for  sale  to  pay  the  assessment,  and 
that  the  said  Bush  is  insolvent  The  bill  also  claims  that  the  town 
was,  in  fact,  never  legally  incorporated,  but  it  states  and  refera  to 
the  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  26th  day  of  February,  1869,  which 
provides,  "that  the  place  in  the  county  of  Ritchie,  known  as  the 
town  of  Harrisville,  is  thereby  incorporated,"  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  chapter  47  of  the  Code  of  West  Virginia.  It  also 
claims  that  all  the  provisions  of  said  chapter  47  were  never  com- 
plied with,  and  that  the  town,  therefore,  never  became  incorporated; 
but  it  alleges  that  pretended  elections  have  been  held,  at  which  the 
council  and  other  officers  were  claimed  to  be  elected,  and  that  said 
officers  are  acting  as  council,  sergeant,  etc.,  in  and  for  said  town, 
the  town,  by  its  corporate  name,  and  as  a  corporation,  and  said 
Bush,  are  made  defendants  to  the  bill,  and  the  bill  prays  that  the 
town  of  Harrisville  and  the  said  D.  S.  Bush,  sergeant  of  said  town, 
their  attorneys,  etc.,  and  all  persons  acting  under  their  authority, 
may  be  enjoined  and  inhibited  from  selling  plaintiffs'  property  for 
the  said  tax  or  assessment,  or  from  proceeding,  in  any  manner,  in 
collecting  the  same. 

The  bill  was  demurred  to,  and  the  demurrer  overruled. 

The  defendants  then  each  answered  the  bill.  A  considerable 
amount  of  evidence  was  taken  and  filed  in  the  cause  by  plaintiffs 
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and  defendants,  and,  at  the  hearing,  the  court  dissolved  the  injunc- 
tion and  dismissed  the  bill.  From  this  action  of  the  Circuit  Court, 
the  plaintiffs  have  obtained  an  appeal  to  this  court. 

[Omitting  a  minor  question.] 

I  will  proceed  to  ascertain  whether  the  plaintiffs'  case,  as  it 
appears,  is  one  proper  for  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity,  by 
injunctioir.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  restrain  the  collection  of 
an  assessment  or  tax,  imposed  by  an  incorporated  town,  on  the  sole 
ground  that  the  tax  is  illegal.  There  must  exist,  in  addition, 
special  circumstances  bringing  the  case  under  some  recognized 
head  of  equity  jurisdiction,  such  as  that  the  enforcement  of  the 
assessment  or  tax  would  lead  to  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  or  produce 
irreparable  injury,  or,  where  the  property  is  real  estate,  throw  a 
cloud  upon  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  or  the  like.  Dows  v.  City  of 
Cliicago,  11  Wall.  108;  Heytoood  v.  Tke  City  of  Buffalo,  14  N.  Y. 
534;  Bull  v.  Read,  13  Gratt.  78;  Dill,  on  Mun.  Corp.,  vol.  2, 
§§  727  and  737,  and  note  1,  second  edition  ;  High  on  Injunctions, 
§  71,  and  note  1;  Susquehanna  Bankw  Tlie  Stipervisorn  of  Broome 
County y  25  N.  Y.  312 ;  Cook  County  v.  Tlie  Chicago,  Burlington 
and  Qnincy  Railroad  Company y  35  111.  465.  In  the  last-named 
case,  the  court  said  it  had  been  unable  to  find  any  decision,  in  its 
previous  adjudications,  asserting  a  right  to  bring  a  bill  to  restrain 
the  collection  of  a  tax  illegally  assessed,  without  regard  to  special 
circumstances.  It  concludes  an  examination  of  its  former  decis- 
ions, by  stating  that,  while  it  was  considered  settled  that  a  court  of 
equity  would  never  entertain  a  bill  to  restrain  the  collection  of  a 
tax,  except  in  cases  where  the  tax  was  unauthorized  by  law,  or 
wliere  it  was  assessed  upon  property  not  subject  to  taxation,  it  had 
never  held  that  jurisdiction  would  be  taken  in  these  excepted  cases 
without  special  circumstances,  showing  that  the  collection  of  the 
tax  would  be  likely  to  produce  irreparable  injury,  or  cause  a  mul- 
tiplicity of  suits.  Equity  generally  has  not  jurisdiction  where  the 
party  complaining  has  a  plain  and  adequate  remedy  in  a  court  of 
law.  Except  where  the  special  circumstances  present  a  case  proper 
for  the  cognizance  of  a  court  of  equity,  the  party  of  whom  an  ille- 
gal tax  is  collected  has,  ordinarily,  ample  remedy.  In  the  case  in 
judgment  a  **  buggy,"  personal  property  has  been  levied  on  to  make 
the  assessment,  which  amounts  to  $33.62.  And  it  would  seem  that 
the  personal  property  so  taken  is  ample  to  pay  the  t^ix,  at  least  it  is 
presumptively.  See  Henry  v.  Gregory,  29  Mich.  68.  It  is  true,  it 
is  alleged  that  Bush,  the  town  sergeant,  who  made  the  levy,  is 
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insolvent  but  is  not  pretended  that  the  town  is  not  responsible  and 
solvent,  if  the  assessment  is  illegal.  If  the  assessment  was  illegal 
the  plaintiffs,  protesting  against  its  enforcement,  might  have  had 
their  action,  after  it  was  paid,  against  the  officer  or  the  town,  to 
recover  back  the  money,  or  they  might  have  prosecuted  either  for 
their  damages.  No  irreparable  injury  would  have  followed  to  them 
from  its  collection.  Nor  would  they  have  been  compelled  to  resort 
to  a  multiplicity  of  suits  to  determine  their  rights.  Dowa  v.  City 
of  Chicago,  11  Wall.  112. 

This  court  has  heretofore  considered  principles  bearing  on  this 
case,  in  cases  from  the  County  of  Greenbrier  v.  Boards  of  Ed- 
ucation,  not  yet  reported,  and  following  the  case  of  Bull  v.  Ready 
23  Gratt.78,  and  the  said  case  in  11  Wall.  In  the  case  of  Kuhn  v. 
the  Board  of  Education  of  Wellshirg,  4  W.  Va.  499,  and  the  case 
of  Tlie  Trustees  of  Clarksburg  v.  Goff,  5  id.  498,  thfe  question 
of  jurisdiction  was  not  raised  or  made,  and  was  not  decided  by  the 
court,  just  as  has  been  the  case  in  a  number  of  other  cases,  where 
jurisdiction  has  been  taken,  as  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
in  the  case  cited  in  11  Wall.  In  the  case  of  Tappan,  Collector, 
v.  Merchants^  National  Bank,  19  Wall.  490,  I  presume  special 
cause  was  shown  for  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity,  as  the  " 
question  of  jurisdiction  was  not  raised  or  discussed. 

This  bill  is  filed  in  the  name  of  plaintiffs  alone,  and  not  in  be- 
half of  any  others.  If  the  assessment  is  illegal,  it,  and  all  pro- 
ceedings under  it,  are  illegal  and  null,  and  the  town,  as  well  as  the 
officer,  is  i*esponsible  to  the  plaintiff,  for  damages  in  a  suit  at  law. 
They,  plaintiffs,  had  also  a  remedy  by  detinue,  under  the  provis- 
ions of  chapter  one  hundred  and  two  of  the  Code,  by  which  they 
could  have  obtained  immediate  possession  of  the  **  buggy,"  or  com- 
pelled the  officer  to  give  security  for  its  delivery.  If  the  said  assess- 
ment was  illegal,  which  I  do  not  now  determine,  plaintiffs  evidently 
had  a  complete  and  adequate  remedy  at  law,  for  redress  and  relief, 
without  invoking  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity,  by  the  exercise  of  a 
process  of  injunction,  and  having  such  remedy,  they  do  not  present 
a  proper  case  for  the  exercise  of  equity  jurisdiction. 

There  was,  therefore,  no  error  in  the  Circuit  Court  dissolving  the 
injunction,  and  dismissing  plaintiffs'  bill. 

The  said  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county  of  Ritchie, 
rendered  in  this  cause  on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1874,  must  be 
affirmed  with  costs  to  the  appellees,  and  also  $30  damages. 

Decree  affirmed. 
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Whbeuko,  etc.,  Transportation  Co.  v.  City  of  Wheeling. 

(9  W.  Va.  170.) 

CofutUtUional  law  —  taxation  of  steamboats. 

An  annual  tax  in  West  Virginia,  on  the  valae  of  steamboats  plying  between 
West  Virginia  and  Ohio,  and  owned  and  having  their  home  port  in  the 
former  State,  is  not  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion prohibiting  the  States  from  levying  tonnage  duty  and  securing  to  Con- 
gress the  exclusive  right  to  regulate  inter-State  commerce.* 

TRESPASS  on  the  case  in  assumpsit  to  recover  taxes  illegally 
collected.  The  taxes  were  assessed  annually  at  Wheeling. 
West  Virginia,  on  the  value  of  steamboats,  owned  at  that  place 
and  plying  between  that  place  and  ports  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  and 
registered  and  licensed  as  coasting  vessels  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States.  Defendant  had  judgment.  The  opinion  states  the 
other  facts. 

Henry  M,  Russell^  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

George  W,  Jeffera  and  Caldtoell  S  Caldwell^  for  appellee. 

Haymond,  President.  [After  stating  the  case.]  It  is  now  here 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  court  erred  in  its  rulings  and 
judgment  in  this: 

Fii'st,  The  assessment  of  said  taxes  on  said  steamboats,  for  each 
of  said  years,  and  the  collection  thereof,  was  in  violation  of  article 
one,  section  ten,  paragraph  three  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which  declares  that  **no  State  shall,  without  the  consent 
of  Congress,  levy  any  duty  of  tonnage." 

Second,  That  the  assessment  of  said  taxes  for  each  of  said  years, 
and  the  collection  thereof,  was  in  violation  of  article  one,  section 
eight,  paragraph  three  of  said  Constitution,  which  declares  that 
Congress  shall  have  power  *'  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign 
nations,  and  among  the  several  States,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes." 

*  This  decision  w&s  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Ck)urt  of  the  United  States  In  April, 
1879.  See  19  Alb.  Law  Jour.  338.  See,  also.  Am,  Union  Express  Co.  v.  City  of  SL  Louis^ 
unte,  p.  382. 
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The  first,  and  chief  question,  to  be  determined  in  this  cause  is, 
whether  the  assessment  of  the  taxes  upon  the  value  of  said  steam- 
boats against  the  plaintiff,  and  the  collection  of  the  taxes  from 
the  plaintiff,  is  prohibited  by  said  two  paragraphs  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  above  quoted. 

It  is  conceded,  in  argument,  that  the  council  of  the  city  may 
levy  and  collect  taxes  annually  for  the  use  of  the  city,  on  personal 
property  in  the  city,  subject  to  certain  h'mitations  as  to  the  amount 
of  such  tax,  not  necessary  to  specify  here ;  that  the  personal  prop- 
erty which  may  be  taxed  includes  all  subjects  of  taxation  which 
the  assessors,  acting  under  the  laws  of  the  State,  are,  or  shall  be, 
by  law,  required  to  enter  on  their  personal  property  books  for  the 
purpose  of  taxation.  This  seems  to  be  the  law,  whether  so  admitted 
by  the  counsel  or  not.  The  steamboats  in  question  are  certainly 
personal  property,  and  subject  to  taxation  according  to  their  value, 
as  other  property  by  the  State,  for  State  purposes,  and  by  the  city 
for  its  use,  unless  they  are  exempt  from  such  taxation  by  some 
constitutional  provision  or  statutory  law.  The  property  upon 
which  said  taxes  were  levied  and  collected  was  the  steamboats 
aforesaid,  and  no  other  property.  Whether  the  steamboats  afore- 
said under  the  facts  and  circumstances  stated  in  the  facts  as  agreed 
before  the  Circuit  Court  are  subject  to  taxation  by  the  State  or 
city  as  property,  in  the  manner  the  taxes  involved  in  this  case 
were  assessed,  though  never  determined  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
this  State,  is  not  new  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  highest  judicial  tribunals  of  some  of  the  other  States  of 
the  Union.  The  question  has  been  maturely  considered  and  pro- 
nounced upon  by  some  of  the  best  judicial  minds  of  the  nation.  In 
what  are  known  as  the  Passenger  Cases,  commencing  on  page  287 
of  the  7th  volume  of  Howard's  Reports,  Judge  McLean  says,  on 
page  402:  "A  State  cannot  regulate  foreign  commerce,  but  it  may 
do  many  things  which,  more  or  less,  affect  it.  It  may  tax  a  ship, 
or  other  vessel,  used  in  commerce,  the  same  as  other  property, 
owned  by  its  citizens.  A  State  may  tax  the  stages  in  which  the 
mail  ia  transported;  but  this  does  not  regulate  the  conveyance  of 
the  mail,  any  more  than  taxing  a  ship  regulates  commerce.  And 
yet,  in  both  instances,  the  tax  on  the  property,  in  some  degree, 
affects  its  use."  Were  the  steamboats  a  part  of  the  personal  prop- 
erty within  the  State,  and  a  part  of  the  personal  property  in  the 
city  as  belonging  to  plaintiff  ?  In  the  case  of  Hays  v.  The  PaciJU 
Vol.  XXVII  —  70 
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Mail  Stearnship  Co,,  17  How.  597,  Nelson,  J.,  on  page  599, 
says:  *' Whether- the  vessel  leaving  her  home  port  for  trade  and 
commerce  visits,  in  the  course  of  her  voyage  or  business,  several 
ports,  or  confines  her  operation  in  the  carrying  trade  to  one,  are 
questions  that  will  depend  upon  the  profitable  returns  of  the  busi- 
ness, and  will  furnish  no  more  evidence  that  she  has  become  a  part 
of  the  personal  property  within  the  State,  and  liable  to  taxation  at 
one  port,  than  the  othem.  She  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  all,  or 
any  one  of  them,  temporarily,  and  for  a  purpose  wholly  excluding 
the  idea  of  permanently  abiding  in  the  State,  or  changing  her  home 
port.  Our  merchant  vessels  are  not  unfrequently  absent,  for  years, 
in  the  foreign  carrying  trade  and  unlading  it  from  port  to  port, 
during  all  the  time  absent;  but  they  neither  lose  their  national 
character  or  their  home  port,"  Wheeling  was  the  home  port  of 
the  steamboats  of  plaintiff.  Plaintiff  was,  when  the  taxes  were 
levied  and  collected,  a  corporation  incorporated  and  organized 
under  the  laws  of  West  Virginia,  and  plaintiff's  chief  office  was  at 
Wheeling,  and  its  officers  resided  there.  In  the  cases  of  Cox  v.  Tlie 
Collector,  and  Trade  Company  v.  Same,  12  Wall.  204,  according  to 
the  syllabus,  it  was  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States: 

"  1.  Although  taxes  levied,  as  on  property,  by  a  State  upon  vessels 
owned  by  its  citizens,  and  based  on  a  valuation  of  the  same,  are 
not  prohibited  by  the  Federal  Constitution,  yet  taxes  cannot  be 
imposed  on  them  by  the  State,  at  so  much  per  ton  of  the  registered 
tonnage.  Such  taxes  are  within  the  prohibition  of  the  Constitution, 
*that  no  State  shall,  without  the  consent  of  Congress,  lay  any  duty 
of  tonnage.'  "  In  the  cases  last  cited,  Clifford,  J.,  who  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  which  seems  to  have  been  unanimous,  says, 
commencing  on  page  212:  *^  Power  to  tax,  with  certain  exceptions, 
resides  with  the  States  independent  of  the  Federal  government, 
and  the  power,  when  confined  within  its  true  Umits,  may  be 
exercised  without  restraint  from  any  Federal  authority.  They 
cannot,  however,  without  the  consent  of  Congress,  lay  any  duty 
of  tonnage,  nor  can  tliey  levy  any  imposts  or  duties  on  imports 
or  exports  except  what  may  be  absolutely  necessary  for  executing 
their  inspection  laws,  as,  without  the  consent  of  Congress,  they 
are  unconditionally  prohibited  from  exercising  any  such  power. 
Outside  of  these  prohibitions,  the  power  of  the  State  to  tax  ex- 
tends to  all  objects  within  the  sovereign  power  of  the  States,  except 
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the  means  and  instruments  of  the  Federal  government.  But  ships 
and  vessels  owned  by  individuals,  and  belonging  to  the  commer- 
cial marine,  are  regarded  as  the  private  property  of  their  owners, 
and  not  as  the  instruments  or  means  of  the  Federal  government, 
and,  as  such,  when  viewed  as  property,  iliey  are  plainly  within  the 
taxing  power  of  the  States,  as  they  are  not  withdraton  from  the 
operation  of  that  power  hy  any  express  or  implied  prohibition  con- 
tained in  the  Federal  Constitniion,  Argument,  therefore,  to  show 
that  they  may  be  taxed  as  other  property  belonging  to  citizens  of 
the  State,  is  hardly  necessarj*,  as  the  opposite  theory  is  indefensi- 
ble in  principle,  contrary  to  the  general  received  opinion,  and  is 
wholly  unsupported  by  any  judicial  determination.  Direct  adjudi- 
cations to  support  that  proposition  are  not  to  be  found  in  the 
reported  decisions  of  this  court;  but  there  are  several  cases  which 
concede  that  such  a  tax,  if  levied  by  a  State,  would  be  legal,  and 
no  doubt  is  entertained  that  the  concession  is  properly  made." 
Nathan  v.  Lotdsiana,  8  How.  82;  Howell  v.  Maryland,  3  Gill,  14. 
Taxes  levied  by  a  State  upon  ships  and  vessels,  owned  by  the  citi- 
zens of  the  State  as  properly  based  on  a  valuation  of  tlis  same,  are 
not  within  the  prohibition  of  the  Constitution  ;  but  it  is  equally 
clear  and  undeniable  that  taxes  levied  by  a  State  upon  ships  and 
vessels,  as  instruments  of  commerce  and  navigation,  are  within 
that  clause  of  the  instrument,  which  prohibits  the  Stjites  from 
levying  any  duty  of  tonnage,  without  the  consent  of  Congress. 
Annual  taxes  upon  property  in  ships  and  vessels  are  continually 
laid,  and  their  validity  was  never  doubted  or  called  in  question. 
State  T,  Tax  Cas.,  12  Wall.  213  and  214. 

In  the  case  of  Morgan  v.  Parham,  16  Wall.  471,  which  was 
decided  December,  1872,  according  to  the  syllabus,  it  was  decided: 

"1.  When  a  vessel  is  regularly  registered  in  the  port  to  which  it 
belongs,  that  is  to  say,  *in  the  port  nearest  to  which  her  owner, 
husband,  or  acting  and  managing  owner  usually  resides,'  [registered, 
ez»  gr,,  at  New  York,]  the  fact  that  she  may  be  temporarily  in  a 
port  of  a  State  [as  ex.  gr..  Mobile,  in  Alabama,]  other  than  that 
where  her  home  port  is,  and  engaged  in  lawful  commerce  — one  of 
the  daily  line  of  steamers  —  between  that  port  and  the  port  of  a 
yet  third  State  [as  ex.  gr.,  New  Orleans,  in  Louisiana],  does  not 
cause  her  to  become  incorporated  into  the  personal  property  of  the 
State  of  Alabama,  and  no  State  but  that  in  which  her  home  port 
is  has  dominion  over  her  for  the  purpose  of  taxation. 
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2.  The  fact  tliat  the  vessel  was  enrolled  by  her  master  as  a 
coaster  at  Mobile,  Alabama,  and  that  her  license  as  a  coaster  was  re- 
newed from  year  to  year,  does  not  affect  her  registry  in  New  York, 
or  her  ownership  there.     It  accordingly  does  not  change  the  rule.** 

In  the  case  last  cited,  Hunt,  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  says,  commencing  on  page  474:  '*The  fact  that  the 
vessel  was  physically  within  the  limits  of  the  city  of  Mobile,  at  the 
time  the  tux  was  levied,  docs  not  decide  the  question.  Thus,  if  a 
traveller  on  that  day  had  been  passing  through  that  city,  in  his  pri- 
vate carriage,  or  an  emigrant  with  his  worldly  goods  on  a  wagon,  it  is 
not  contended  that  the  projierty  of  either  these  persons  would  be 
subject  to  taxation  within  the  city.  It  is  conceded  by  the  respect- 
ive counsel,  that  it  would  not  have  been.  On  the  other  hand,  this 
vessel,  although  a  vehicle  of  commerce,  was  not  exempt  from  tax- 
ation on  that  score.  A  steamboat,  or  a  post  coach,  engaged  in  local 
business  within  a  State,  may  be  subject  to  local  taxation,  although 
it  carry  the  mail  of  the  United  States.  The  commerce  between  the 
States  may  not  be  interfered  with  by  taxation  or  other  interruption, 
but  its  instruments  and  vehicles  may  be.  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  9 
Wlieat.  1 ;  Passenger  Cases,  7  How.  283.  It  is  not,  therefore,  upon 
this  principle  that  we  are  to  decide  the  case.  Nor  does  it  fall 
within  that  range  of  cases  of  which  The  Steamship  Co,  v.  The  Port 
Wardens,  6  Wall.  31,  and  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  furnisli  illustrations. 

In  each  of  those  cases  the  taxation  was  upon  a  subject  directly 
connected  with  the  navigation  of  the  public  waters,  and  with  the 
commerce  of  the  country.  In  the  first  case,  a  statute  had  been 
passed  requiring  every  vessel  entering  the  harbor  of  New  Orleans  to 
pay  fivQ  dollars  to  tlie  port  wardens,  in  addition  to  other  fees, 
whether  any  service  were  performed  or  not.  In  the  second  case 
vessels  navigating  the  waters  of  the  Hudson  river  were  required  to 
take  a  license  for  that  purpose  from  the  State  of  New  York.  The 
imposition  in  this  class  of  crises,  was  a  tax  upon  the  use  of  the 
public  waters  of  the  country,  and  tended  immediately  to  interfere 
with,  and  to  obstruct  the  commerce  between  the  States.  In  the 
instance  before  us,  the  tax  was  upon  a  vessel  at  the  wharf.  It  was 
in  this  respect,  as  if  a  tax  had  been  laid  upon  lumber  or  cotton  lying 
on  the  dock  at  Mobile.  This  vessel  was  owned  by,  and  employed  in 
the  service  of  a  resident  of  the  State  of  New  York.  It  was  pri- 
marily and  presumptively  taxable  under  the  authority  of  that 
State,  and  that  State  only.     It  is  urged   that  her  status,  or  condi- 
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tion,  was  affected  by  what  was  done,  or  neglected,  in  regard  to  her 
register  and  enrollment.  In  Blanchard  v.  Martha  Washington^  the 
law  on  this  subject  is  thus  explained:  "Ships  or  vessels  are 
required  to  be  registered  by  the  collector  of  the  district  in  which 
shall  be  comprehended  the  port  to  which  the  same  shall  belong  at 
the  time  of  the  registry,  which  port  shall  be  claimed  to  be  at,  or 
nearest  to  which  the  owner,  if  there  be  one,  or  if  more  than  one, 
the  husband  and  acting  manager  resides.  *  *        There 

was  nothing,  therefore,  in  her  enrollment  in  the  port  of  Mobile,  that 
affected  her  registry  in  New  York,  or  her  ownership  in  that  place, 
or  that  tended  to  subject  her  to  the  taxation  of  the  State  of  Ala- 
bama, under  the  circumstances  stated.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the 
court  that  the  State  of  Alabama  had  no  jurisdiction  over  this  vessel 
for  the  purpose  of  taxation,  for  the  reason  that  it  had  not  become 
incorporated  into  the  personal  property  of  that  State,  but  was  there 
temporarily,  and  that  it  was  engaged  in  lawful  commerce  between 
the  States,  with  its  situs  at  the  home  port  of  New  York,  where  it 
belonged,  and  where  its  owner  was  liable  to  be  taxed  for  its  value. 
The  case  of  Hays  v.  The  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Co,,  17  How.  596, 
is  decisive  of  the  case  before  us." 

In  addition  to  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  which  I  have  cited,  there  have  been  decisions  by  some  of  the 
State  courts,  of  great  weight,  as  authority  upon  the  question  involved 
here.  See  Perry  v.  Torroice,  8  Ohio,  521 ;  Howell  v.  The  State,  3  Gill, 
14;  Battle  V.  Corporation  of  Mobile,  9  Ala.  234;  Lott,  Tax  Collector,  v. 
Mobile  Trade  Co.,  43  id.  578.  See,  also,  opinion  of  Judge  Joynes, 
Johnson  v.  Drvanmond,  20  Gratt.  424-425.  In  the  case  in  8  Ohio,  521, 
it  was  decided  that  "  a  State  law,  including  steamboats  as  a  portion 
of  the  property  subject  to  taxation,  is  not  unconstitutional."  In 
this  case  the  court,  in  its  opinion  at  the  conclusion,  says:  *'  The 
conclusion,  on  the  whole,  is  that  the  tax  complained  of  does  not 
interfere  with  the  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  commerce;  nor 
can  it  be  regarded  as  a  tonnage  duty,  because  that  is  a  tax  which  is 
levied  upon  the  vessel  as  an  instrument  of  navigation,  and  without 
i-eference  to  the  place  where  she  is  owned." 

It  will  be  seen,  on  examination  of  the  case  of  Perry  v.  ToiTence, 
that  the  principle  determined  in  that  case  fully  determines  that  the 
levying  and  collecting  the  taxes  involved  in  this  case,  was,  and  i» 
not  prohibited  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  the  plaintiff  is  a  West  Virginia 
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corporation;  all  its  officers  reside  at  the  city  of  Wheeling,  and  its 
(plaintiff's)  chief  office  was  also  at  said  city  daring  all  the  time  for 
which  said  taxes  wore  levied  and  collected.  The  city  was  also  the 
home  port  of  the  steamboats  taxed,  and  the  steamboats  became 
incorporated  into  the  property  of  the  city,  and  were  justly  and 
properly  liable  to  be  taxed  according  to  their  value,  as  any  other 
property  in  the  city.  The  taxes  assessed  and  collected  upon  said 
steamboats,  according  to  their  value  as  property,  as  was  done  in 
this  case,  were  legally  and  properly  assessed  and  collected  by  the 
city,  under  the  laws  of  this  State;  and  the  assessing  and  collecting 
the  same  is  not  prohibited  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  finding  and  judgment 
of  the  municipal  court  of  Wheeling,  upon  the  facts  agreed  in  this 
case,  were  right  and  proper,  and  not  erroneous. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  judgment  of  the  said  municipal 
court  of  Wheeling,  rendered  in  this  cause  on  the  I7th  day  of 
November,  1875,  is  affirmed  by  this  court,  with  costs  and  130 
damages. 

MooRE  and  &reen,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Edmiston,  J.,  absent 

Judgment  afflrmed* 


McOall  v.  Phcenix  Mutual  Life  Ins,  Oa 

(»W.Va.«7.) 

Hfe  insurance  —  application  —  mistake  of  agent  —  recovery  by  insurer  of  pr*- 
miums  paid  on  lapsed  policy. 

An  applicant  for  life  insurance,  havinf^  correctly  stated  the  date  of  his  birth 
to  the  agent,  is  not  prejudiced  by  the  agent's  mistake  in  writing  the  same 
in  the  application  * 

If  a  life  insurance  company  wrong^ally  refuses  to  accept  a  premium  and 
determines  the  policy,  the  insured  may  treat  the  policy  as  determined,  and 
recover  all  the  premiums  he  has  paid.     (See  note.p,  561.) 

ACTION  to  recover  insurance  premiums.     The  opinion  states 
the  facts. 

— . —  ■ 

•  See  OmmerdaX  Ins.  Co.  t.  Spayikneble  (58  HI.  68)»  4  Am.  Rep.  688. 
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Taylor  &  Barry  for  plaintiflE  in  error, 

John  E,  McKennan^  for  defendant  in  error. 

Haymokd,  President.  This  is  an  action  of  trespass  in  the  case 
in  assumpsit,  brought  in  the  municipal  court  of  Wheeling,  by  the 
plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  to  recover  $495.85,  money  paid  to 
defendant  by  plaintiff,  as  first  premium  on  policy  No.  78355,  on 
the  life  of  plaintiff.  After  the  suit  was  brought,  and  on  the  20th 
<lay  of  November,  1875,  the  defendant,  appeared  to  the  action  and 
plead  non-assumpsit,  on  which  plea  issue  was  regularly  joined. 
Afterward,  a  trial  by  jury  was  had  in  the  cause,  on  the  issue  joined, 
and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $564.12 
damages.  Whereupon  the  defendant,  by  i  ts  attorney,  moved  the  court 
to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial,  but  the  court  after- 
ward overruled  said  motion,  and  rendered  judgment  against  the 
defendant,  upon  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  with  interest,  and  also  for 
costs.  To  the  opinion  of  the  court,  in  refusing  a  new  trial,  the 
defendant  excepted  and  filed  his  bill  of  exceptions,  which  was  duly 
signed. 

[Omitting  statement  of  facts  immaterial  to  the  point] 
The  case  has  been  brought  before  us  by  supersedeasy  and  the 
only  question  for  us  to  determino  is,  did  the  court  err  in  refusing 
to  grant  the  defendant  a  new  trial?  Without  entering  into  a  full 
analysis  of  the  facts  or  evidence  in  this  cause,  it  seems  to  me,  on 
examination  of  the  same,  that  the  jury  might  well  have  inferred, 
from  the  facts  and  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff  made  no  substantial 
mistake  in  giving  his  age  to  the  agent,  Tift,  at  the  time  he  signed 
the  application.  True,  he  said  to  Tift  that  he  was  65  years  old, 
but  he  then  and  there  told  him,  he  was  born  the  10th  of  July, 
1807,  and  that  he  could,  from  that,  ascertain  his  age.  And  it  is 
clear  that  the  agent,  Tift,  did,  at  the  time  plaintiff  signed  the 
application,  understand  that  plaintiff  was  born  the  10th  of  July, 
1807;  at  least  the  jury  were  justified  in  so  considering.  It  further 
appears  that,  after  said  agent,  Tift,  had  inserted  in  the  application 
1807  as  the  year  of  plaintifPa  birth,  he  changed  it  to  1808,  and  I 
think  it  otherwise  suflSciently  appears  that  said  agent,  Tift,  knew 
when  he  inserted  the  age  in  the  application  of  plaintiff  at  65  years, 
that  he  was,  in  fact,  66  years  old;  at  least  the  jury  was  justified  in 
£0  considering.    The  insertion  of  the  birth  of  plaintiff   in  said 
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policy,  by  said  agent,  Tift,  as  being  in  the  year  1808,  was  evidently 
done  without  authority  from  the  plaintiff,  and  without  his  knowl- 
edge or  consent.  It  was  done  by  said  agent  for  some  purpose.  It 
was  certainly  the  faulty  or  negligence,  of  said  agent;  but  it  does 
not  appear  to  me,  from  the  evidence,  that  it  was  a  mere  innocent 
mistake.  An  insurance  agent,  acting  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  binds  his  principal  in  making  the  survey  and  filling  up 
the  application;  and  if  the  applicant  truly  represents  the  facts, 
and,  by  the  fault  or  negligence  of  the  agent,  the  application  con- 
tains a  material  misstatement,  the  company  are  estopped  to  take 
advantage  of  it.  Flanders  on  Fire  Ins.  180-181;  Simmons  v.  Ins. 
Co.,  8  W.  Va.  474,  and  cases  there  cited:  ** Knowledge  by  the 
agent,  with  whom  the  agreement  to  insure  is  made,  and  who  takes 
and  fills  out  the  application,  of  the  existence  of  incumbrances  upon 
the  title,  or  of  prior  insurance,  is  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the 
insurer.  He  is  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  stated 
by  the  applicant  for  insurance  to  the  agent;  and  he,  having  truly 
stated  to  the  agent  the  real  condition  of  the  property,  cannot  be 
held  to  have  made  any  misstatement,  or  practiced  any  concealment 
toward  the  insurer,  although  the  wntten  application,  as  drawn  up 
by  the  agent,  does  not  correspond  with  the  verbal  statement  made 
by  the  assured  to  the  agent."  Flanders  on  Fire  Ins.  303-4;  Sim- 
mons v.  Ins,  Co.,  supra.  So  it  seems  to  me,  upon  principle  and 
authority,  that  a  life  insurance  company  is  chargeable  with  knowl- 
edge of  all  the  facts  stated  by  the  applicant  for  insurance  to  the 
agent  as  to  the  time  of  his  birtli;  and  he,  having  truly  stated  to 
the  agent  tlie  time  of  his  birth,  cannot  be  held  to  have  made  a 
misstatement  toward  the  insurer,  although  the  written  application, 
as  drawn  up  by  the  agent,  does  not  correspond  with  the  verbal 
statement  made  by  the  assured  to  the  agent.  Under  this  view,  the 
policy,  under  the  circumstances,  was  binding  upon  the  defendant. 
The  agents  of  the  company,  at  the  end  of  the  year,  when  plain- 
tiff desired  a  renewal,  and  paid  to  the  agent  his  money  therefor 
ior  the  next  year,  obtained  from  the  plaintiff  his  policy,  by  ex- 
pressing to  him  their  opinion  that  the  defendant  ought  to,  and^ 
likely,  would,  continue  to  carry  the  risk  or  refund  the  premium. 
And  when  defendant  thus,  through  his  agents,  procured  said  policy, 
it  refused  to  further  carry  the  risk,  and  retained  the  policy  from 
plaintiff,  and  lapsed  it  on  its  books,  and  refused  to  return  the 
premium  paid.     This  conduct  o^  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it 
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seems  to  me,  was  wrongful  and  unjust  The  company,  it  seems  to 
me,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  should  have  received  the 
premium  tendered  by  the  plaintiff,  at  the  end  of  the  first  year,  and 
if  it  declined  to  do  this,  certainly  it  ought  to  have  returned  the 
premium  paid  for  the  first  year.  In  McKee  v.  Phcsnix  Insurance 
Company y  28  Mo.  383,  it  was  held  that  "  should  an  insurance  com- 
pany wrongfully  refuse  to  receive  premiums  due  on  a  life  policy, 
the  assured  may  treat  the  policy  as  at  an  end,  and  may  recover 
back  the  premium  paid  under  it."  I  would  remark  here  that  de- 
fendant failed  to  give  the  policy  in  evidence,  and  I,  therefore,  can- 
not determine  what  powers  the  company  had,  under  its  provisions, 
as  to  lapsing  or  annulling  the  policy.  This  policy  was  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  defendant,  and  if  it  desired  the  benefit  of  any  of  its 
provisions  authorizing  the  lapsing  or  annulling  of  the  policy,  it 
should  have  produced  it. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  defendant  wrongfully 
determined  the  contract  of  insurance,  by  refusing  to  receive  a 
premium  when  it  was  due,  at  the  end  of  the  first  year,  for  the 
second  year,  and  lapsed  the  policy  issued,  and  that  upon  the  de- 
fendant so  doing  the  plaintiff  had  the  right  to  treat  the  policy  as 
at  an  end,  and  to  recover  all  the  money  he  had  paid  under  it. 
Courts  are  not  ordinarily  authorized  to  set  aside  the  verdict  of  a 
jury,  except  where  it  is  clearly  against  the  law  and  evidence.  And 
I  confess  that  I  am  unable  to  ascertain  or  determine  that  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury  in  this  case  is  clearly  contrary  to  the  law  and 
evidence. 

For  these  reasons  the  judgment  of  the  municipal  court  of 
Wheeling,  rendered  in  this  cause,  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs  and 
damages  to  defendant  in  error,  according  to  law. 

The  other  judges  concurred. 

Judgment  affirmed* 

Note  by  the  Rkportbr.— Id  Dnw  v.  Connetiicxd  General  Life  J»*.  (7o.,  19  Alb.  Law 
Jour.  195,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Connecticut  held  that  where  a  life  insurance  company  re- 
fused to  accept  the  annual  premium  on  a  policy  theretofore  issued  and  declared  such  pol- 
icy void  and  determined  because  of  the  acts  of  the  insured,  an  action  would  not  lie  to  re- 
corer  the  sum  insured  or  the  premiums  paid  upon  an  implied  undertaking  to  receive  the 
premiums  and  keep  the  policy  in  force  ;  and  that  where  an  insurance  company  refuses  to 
receive  premiums  and  to  recognize  a  life  policy  as  in  force,  nemble  that  the  Insured  has  two 
remedies  :  (1)  to  elect  to  consider  the  policy  at  an  end  and  sue  for  the  equitable  value 
thereof ;  (2)  to  bring  a  suit  to  have  the  policy  adjudged  to  be  in  force  ;  and  perhaps  a  third 
Tvmedy,  to  tender  the  premiums  and  test  the  forfeiture  In  an  action  on  the  polk^  where 
by  ite  terms  it  becomes  payable. 
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AsHgnmefU  of  prospective  profits  —  rights  of  prior  judgment  creditor. 

An  agricultural  societj  assigned  for  the  benefit  of  their  creditors  the  proceeds 
of  a  fair  about  to  take  place  on  their  grounds.  Held,  that  such  assignment 
was  void  as  against  the  lien  of  an  execution  issuing  before  the  payment  of 
such  proceeds  to  the  creditors. 

PROCEEDING'S  to  determine  conflicting  rights  to  moneys. 

W.  If.  Hoyeman.  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Oeore  S.  Couch  and  William  A.  Quarrier,  for  defendants  in  error. 

Green,  J.  [After  stating  the  facts.]  The  principal  question 
in  controversy  is,  whether  the  resolution,  passed  by  the  West 
Virginia  State  Agricultural  Society,  on  September  26,  1874, 
operated  as  an  assignment  in  law,  or  equity,  of  the  proceeds  aris* 
ing  from  the  agi-icultural  fair  held  seveml  days  afterward,  on 
their  fair  gound,  and  under  their  direction.  It  cannot,  of  course, 
so  operate,  unless  the  proceeds  of  a  fair,  to  be  held  at  a  future 
time,  are  capable  of  assignment.  The  authorities  have,  I  think, 
settled  that  neither  choses  in  action  nor  property  can  be  assigned, 
unless  they  have  either  actual  or  potential  existence  at  the  time  of 
the  assignment.  Property  has  been  said  to  have  a  potential  exist- 
ence, when  it  is  the  natural  product  or  expected  increase  of  some- 
thing belonging  to  tlie  vendor  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  or 
sale.  It  has  been  contended  that  non-existing  pmperty  may  be 
the  subject  of  assignment,  but  most  of  the  decisions,  relied  npon 
to  establish  this  proposition,  are,  when  properly  understood,  con- 
sistent with  the  law  as  I  have  above  stated  it.  Thus  in  Gardner  v. 
Hoflg,  18  Pick.  168,  and  in  Trip])  v.  BrownelU  12  Cush.  376,  it  was 
held  that  "  the  lay,  that  is  the  share  of  the  oil,  which  a  sailor  in  a 
Avhaling  ship  receives  in  lieu  of  wages,  may  be  assigned  before  the 
commencement  of  the  voyage.'*  But  this  ought  not  to  be  regarded 
as  u  sale  of  the  oil,  but  rather  as  an  assignment  by  the  sailor  of  his 
claim  against  the  owner  of  the  ship  for  his  share  of  the  oil  which 
may  arise  from  the  iiitendod  voyage.     As  this  claim  has  an  actnal 
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existence  at  the  time  of  the  assigument,  there  is  no  violation  of 
correct  principles  in  holding  that  it  is  assignahle.  So  in  Brackett 
V.  Blakcy  7  Mete.  335,  it  was  held  a  city  oflBcer  chosen  for  a 
year,  subject  to  removal  at  any  time,  at  the  will  of  the  mayor  and 
aldermen,  and  whose  salary  is  payable  quarterly,  may  legally  make 
an  assignment  of  a  quarter's  salary  before  the  quarter  expires.  In 
Clarke  v.  Adair,  cited  in  4  Durnford  and  East,  343,  an  officer  drew  a 
bill  on  the  agent  of  a  regiment,  payable  out  of  the  first  money 
which  should  become  due  to  him,  on  account  of  arrears  or  non- 
effective money.  Lord  Maksfield  held  that  this  was  a  good  as- 
signment. 

But  in  these  cases,  it  should  be  observed  that  the  officers,  hold- 
ing their  respective  offices  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  had  then 
existing  claims  to  what  they  assigned,  and  though  these  claims 
were  uncertain  in  amount,  or  voidable  at  the  pleasure  of  a  third 
party,  still,  they  were  assignable.  It  has  been,  in  like  manner, 
held  that  a  laborer  for  a  manufacturing  company,  or  other  em- 
ployer, may  assign  his  future  wages,  even  though  his  hiring  be 
only  by  the  day,  and  he  be  liable  to  be  dismissed  at  any  time,  or 
though  he  works  by  the  piece,  and  his  wages  per  month  vai^. 
Emery  v.  Lawrence  and  Trustee,  8  Cush.  151 ;  Hartley  v.  Tapley, 
2  Gray,  565;  Laniian  v.  Smith,  7  id.  150.  But  in  all  these  cases, 
there  were  existing  engagements  when  the  assignment  was  made, 
and  though  these  engagements  might  be  avoided  or  terminated  at 
any  time,  or  the  measure  of  the  wages  was  uncertain,  still  as  the 
future  wages  arose  out  of  existing  contracts,  they  were  regarded 
as  having  a  potential  existence. 

A  question  has  often  been  discussed,  whether  a  crop  of  grain 
not  yet  sown  may  be  sold  or  assigned  by  the  owner  of  the  land. 

The  weight  of  authority  seems  to  be  that  such  grain,  having  no 
actual  or  potential  existence,  cannot  be  assigned.  Hutchinson  v. 
Ford,  9  Bush,  318;  15  Am.  Eep.  711;  Comstock  v.  Scales,  7  Wis. 
159 ;  Milliman  v.  Neher,  20  Barb.  38 ;  Bank  of  Lansinghurg  v. 
Orary^  1  Barb.  542. '^  These  decisions  seem  based  upon  the  same 
principles  that  are  laid  down  in  Low  v.  Pew,  108  Mass.  347;  11 
Am.  Eep.  357.  In  that  case,  the  owners  of  the  schooner  which 
was  about  to  sail  on  a  fishing  voyage,  made  a  written  agreement 

*  See,  eontra,  Arquea  t.  Wimon  (SI  Oal.  090).  tl  Am.  Bep.  718;  Bverman  v,  Rcibb  (10 
Ml88.«68),24Am.  Bep.e6S.  See  JTeCUfrvy  t.  VToocMn  (66  N.  Y.  46^  »  Am.  Bep.  MI» 
and  note»6S8. 
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with  a  party,  whereby  they  sold,  assigned,  and  set  over  to  him, 
all  the  halibut  that  might  be  caught  during  the  voyage,  at  5^  ct& 
))er  pound,  the  purchaser  paying  in  cash  $1,500,  when  the  assign- 
ment was  made.  The  court  held  this  assignment  void,  the  hali- 
but having  no  actual  or  potential  existence  when  the  assignment 
was  made.  The  same  principle  was  followed  in  Mulkall  v.  Quinn, 
1  Gray,  105.  In  this  case  a  laborer  assigned  all  the  claims  he  had, 
or  might  have,  against  the  city  of  Boston,  for  all  sums  of  money 
dnc,  or  to  become  due,  for  services  in  laying  common  sewers  for 
six  months  thereafter.  It  appeared  that  the  laborer  had  been, 
jirevious  to  the  making  of  this  assignment,  employed  by  the  city 
for  particular  jobs  in  laying  common  sewers,  and  that  afterward, 
during  the  six  months,  he  was  employed  by  tin*  city  for  a 
like  particular  job  at  the  same  price,  but  Avhcn  he  made  the 
assignment  he  was  under  no  contract  with  the  city,  it  was  held 
that  the  assignment  was  void.  The  court  say,  **tluit  the  future 
earnings  constituted  a  mere  possibility,  coupled  with  no  interest; 
that  none  of  the  cases  go  so  far  as  to  hold  that  the  mere  possi- 
bility of  being  employed  by  the  city,  and  earning  Avages  under  that 
employment  at  a  future  time,  is  capable  of  being  assigned." 
MoRTOX,  J.,  in  Lou  v.  Pewj  108  Mass.  340,  thus  lays  down  the  law. 
"  It  is  an  elementary  principle  of  the  law  of  sales,  that  a  man  can- 
not grant  personal  property  in  which  he  has  no  interest  or  title. 
To  be  able  to  soil  property,  he  must  have  a  vested  right  in  it  at  the 
time  of  the  sale.  Thus  it  has  been  held,  that  a  mortgage  of  goods, 
which  the  mortgagor  does  not  own  at  the  time  the  mortgage  is 
made,  though  he  afterward  acquire  them,  is  void.  Jones  v.  Rich- 
ardso7iy  10  Mete.  481.  The  same  principle  as  to  all  sales  of  per- 
sonal property  is  applicable.  Rice  v.  Stone,  1  Allen,  566,  and 
cases  cited.     Head  v.  Goodioiyi,  37  Me.  181. 

It  is  equally  well  settled  that  it  is  sufficient,  if  the  seller  has  a 
potential  interest  in  a  thing  sold.  But  a  mere  possibility  or  ex- 
pectancy of  acquiring  property,  not  coupled  with  any  interest, 
does  not  constitute  a  potential  interest  in  it,  within  the  meaning 
of  this  rule.  The  seller  must  have  a  present  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty, of  which  the  thing  sold  is  the  product,  growth,  or  increase. 
Having  such  interest,  the  right  to  the  things  sold,  when  it  shall 
come  into  existence,  is  a  present  vested  right,  and  the  sale  is  vaHd. 
Thus  a  man  may  sell  wool  to  grow  upon  his  own  sheep,  but  not 
apon  the  sheep  of  another;  or  the  crops  to  grow   upon  his  own 
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land,  but  uot  upon  land  in  which  he  has  no  interest.  2  Kent's 
Com.  (lOth  ed.)  408,  (641)  note  a  ;  Jones  v.  Richardson,  10  Mete. 
481  ;  Bellows  v.  Wells,  M  Vt.  599  ;  Van  Hooker  v.  Cory,  34  Barb. 
9;  Grantham  v.  Ilaioleij,  Hob.  132. 

l^he  same  principles  have  been  a])plied  by  this  court  to  the  as- 
signment of  future  wages  or  earnings.  In  Mnlhall  v.  Qiiiun,  1 
Gray,  105,  an  assignment  of  future  wages,  there  being  no  contract 
of  service,  was  held  invalid.  In  Hartley  v.  Tapley,  2  Gray,  565,  it 
was  held,  that  if  a  person  be  under  a  contract  of  service,  he  may 
jissign  his  future  earnings  growing  out  of  such  contract.  The  dis- 
tinction between  the  cases  is,  that  in  the  former,  the  future  earn- 
ings are  a  mere  possibility,  coupled  with  no  interest,  while  in  the 
latter  the  possibility  of  future  earnings  is  coupled  with  an 
interest,  and  the  right  to  them,  though  contingent  and  liable  to  be 
defeated,  is  a  vested  right. 

In  the  case  at  the  bar,  the  sellers,  at  the  time  of  sale,  had  no 
interest  in  the  thing  sold.  There  was  a  possibility  that  they  might 
catch  halibut ;  but  it  was  a  mere  possibility  and  expectancy,  coupled 
with  no  interest.  We  are  of  opinion  that  they  had  no  actual  or 
potential  possession  of,  or  interest  in,  the  fish,  and  that  the  sale  to 
the  plaintiffs  was  void." 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  present  case,  was  there  any 
potential  interest  owned  by  the  West  Virginia  Agricultural  Society, 
when  they  made  the  assignment,  in  the  proceeds  which  they 
expected  to  arise  from  the  Agricultural  Fair,  to  be  held  in  a  few 
days  thereafter?  It  seems  to  me  clearly  not.  It  is  true  they  owned 
the  grounds,  upon  which  they  expected  to  hold  the  fair,  out  of 
which  they  expected  these  proceeds  to  arise,  and  had  advertised 
holding  of  the  fair  in  a  few  days;  but  in  the  case  just  cited,  the 
assignor  owned  a  schooner,  which,  when  the  assignment  was  made, 
was  just  about  to  start  on  a  fishing  voyage,  in  which  he  expected 
to  catch  halibut.  The  expected  proceeds  of  this  Agricultural 
Fair  were  no  more  assignable  than  were  the  expected  proceeds 
of  the  laborer,  who,  when  the  assignment  was  made,  antici- 
pated that  he  would  be  employed  to  work  on  the  Boston  sewers, 
as  he  had  been  before.  His  expectation  was  probably  as  well 
founded  as  that  of  the  West  Virginia  State  Agricultural  Society. 
But  he  had,  when  he  made  this  assignment,  no  existing  contract 
with  any  one  out  of  which  these  expected  wages  might  arise,  and 
80  here  tlie  West  Virginia  State  Agricultural  Society  had  no  agree- 
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nieiit  with  any  one  out  of  which  the  proceeds  they  uudertook  to 
assign,  might  arise.  It  was  a  mere  expectancy,  based  on  no  exist- 
ing contract,  and  was,  therefore,  not  assignable. 

The  question  has  been  discussed  whether  these  resolutions  of  the 
board  of  directors  amounted  to  an  assignment,  and  whether  this 
attempted  assignment  was  not  fraudulent,  and,  whether  to  be  valid, 
it  ought  not  to  have  been  recorded.  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to 
consider  these  questions,  as  I  hold  that  the  proceeds  of  the  fair 
was  incapable  of  assignment,  before  the  fair  was  held. 

[Omitting  statutory  considerations.] 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Stockton  v.   Fahsky. 

(10  W.  Va.  171.) 

Married  woman  —  liiibility  to  suit. 

Under  a  statute  permitting  marrietl  women  to  take,  hold  and  convej  property 
as  if  unmarried,  a  married  woman  cannot  be  sued  on  a  contract  made  bj 
her  while  married  and  living  with  ber  husband. 

ACTION  of  debt;  plea  of  coverture  ;  demurrer;  demurrer  sus- 
tained.    The  opinion  st>ates  the  facts. 

IF.  MoUohan  and  J.  M.  Payne,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

W.    H,  Hogenian,  for  defendant  in  error,  oite<l    OodeW.  Va.,  eh. 
131,  §  7;  5    Rob.  Pr.  50;   Hnrk  v.  Fonchee,  1   Leigh,  64;  1  Chitty's 
PI.  434;  Gould's  PL,  oh.  5,  gg  85,  88;  Code  W.  Va.,  ch.  125,  S  16: 
Gould's  PL,  ch.  3,  gg  59,  5?;  1  Chitty's  PL  444;  Mortons  &  Hntton 
V.  Towms,  6  Leigh,  58;  Gould's  PL,  ch.  5,  g§  143,  147;  1  Chitty's 
PL  456,  412,  449;  Code  W.  Va.,  ch.  125,  §  29;  2  Chitty's  PL  454^ 
Tilman  v.  Sliackleton,  15  Mich.  456;  Campbell  v.  l^Tiife,  22  id.  185 
Freching  v.  Rolland,  53  N.   Y.  422;  Hier  v.  Staples,  51  id.  138 
Westgate  v.  Mnnroc,  100  Mass.  227;  Fiske  v.  Mclntoshy  101  id.  66 
Laharee  v.  ToM;/,  99  id.  560 :  Eastahrook  v..  Earle,  97  id.  302;  Ames 
v.  Foster y  3  Allen,  541;  Cookson  v.  Toole,  59  IlL  515;  Rodemeyer  v. 
Rodman,  5  Iowa,  427;  Craft  v.  Rolland,  37  Conn,  498;  Mitchell  v. 
Smith,  32  Iowa,  484 ;  Quassaic  Nat,  Bk.  v.  Waddell,  8  N.  Y.  Sup, 
Ct  125. 
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Green,  President  [After  stating  the  case.]  The  first  question 
is  whether  this  plea  is  a  bar  to  the  action  or  whether  it  should  have 
been  plead  in  abatement  only.  It  is  in  the  form  of  a  plea  in  bar, 
and  if  it  could  only  have  been  plead  in  abatement  the  plea  is  fatally 
defective.  By  the  common  law  a  woman  could  not  be  sued  upon  a 
contract  made  by  her  during  her  coverture  whether  joined  with 
her  husband  or  not,  Edwards  v.  Davis,  16  Johns.  286.  The  con- 
tract of  a  married  woman  at  common  law  was  absolutely  void,  and 
no  action  upon  such  contract  would  lie  against  her.  Oriffin  and 
Wife  V.  Reynolds,  17  How.  611.  It  follows  then  that  a  plea  that  the 
contract  was  made  by  the  defendant  while  she  was  under  coverture 
must  be  plead  in  bar  of  the  action,  because,  if  true,  it  destroys  all 
right  of  action  at  law  upon  the  contract,  but  if  she  entered  into 
the  contract  while  sole,  and  subsequently  married,  she  must  plead 
this  in  abatement  and  not  in  bar,  because  her  defense  does  not  deny 
any  liability,  but  she  simply  objects  that  her  husband  should  be 
made  a  joint  defendant  with  her.  See  1  Chitty'sPl.  465,  and  Steer 
V.  Steer,  14  Serg.  &  R.  379.  If  then  the  common  law  remains  un- 
changed by  statute,  this  plea  of  coverture  alleging  that  the  note 
was  executed  during  coverture  was  properly  plead  in  bar;  has  there 
been  such  change.  The  third  section  of  chapter  sixty-six  of  Code 
of  West  Virginia,  provides,  **any  married  woman  may  take  by 
inheritance  or  by  gift,  grant,  devise  or  bequest,  from  any  person 
other  than  her  husband,  and  hold  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and 
convey  and  devise,  real  and  personal  property,  and  any  interest  or 
estate  therein,  and  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof,  in  the  same 
manner,  and  witli  like  eifect  as  if  she  were  unmarried  and  the  same 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband,  nor  be  liable  for 
his  debts."  So  much  of  our  statute  as  is  copied  above  is  taken 
verbatim  from  the  New  York  statute  of  1848-49. 

Under  the  statute  the  New  York  courts  hold  that  a  married 
woman  could  acquire  and  hold  in  actual  possession  and  enjoyment 
a  separate  legal  estate  in  lands  or  personal  property.  Before  the 
passage  of  this  statute  a  married  woman's  separate  estate  was 
never  a  legal  estate,  but  was  purely  equitable.  In  the  case  of 
Coohson  V.  Toole,  59  111.  515,  it  was  held,  under  an  Illinois 
statute,  which,  so  far  as  I  can  judge  from  what  is  stated 
in  the  report  of  the  case,  was  similar  to  the  provisions  of 
our  law  above  quoted,  that  an  estate  derived  under  it  was  a 
legal,  and   no  longer  a  mere   equitable    estate,  from  which   the 
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court  concludes  that,  as  the  estate  is  thus  transformed  from  an 
equitable  to  a  legal  estate,  all  the  rights  incident  to  it  must  be  legal 
rights,  and  as  she  could  not  hold  and  enjoy  separate  real  estate  as 
an  unmarried  woman  without  the  right  to  contract  for  servants 
and  laborers  to  cultivate  her  land,  such  implication,  to  so  con- 
ti*act,  is  a  legal  implication  arising  under  the  statute.  This 
capacity  to  so  contract  is  a  legal  capacity,  and  therefore  cog- 
nizable by  a  court  of  law.  Reasoning  thus,  the  court  held 
that  in  actions  of  assumpsit  brought  for  work  and  labor,  to 
which  the  defendant  put  in  a  plea  of  coverture,  the  plaintiff  might 
reply  that  the  work  and  labor  was  done  upon  her  farm,  which  was 
her  sole  and  separate  pro^jerty.  But  the  New  York  courts,  in  con- 
struing their  statutes,  of  which  so  much  of  ours  as  is  given  above 
is  a  copy,  held  that  it  was  plain  that  this  statute  did  not  remove 
the  incapacity  which  prevents  a  married  woman  from  contracting 
debts,  and  *•  that  her  promissory  note  or  other  personal  engage- 
ment is  still  void,  as  it  always  was  by  the  rules  of  common  law. 
While  her  incapacity  to  contract  debts  still  remained,  the  courts 
held  she  could  charge  this  legal  separate  estate  created  by  the  stat- 
ute, with  liabilities  just  as  she  could  formerly  have  charged  her 
separate  equitable  estate.  See  Yale  v.  Dederet\  IK  N.  Y.  265; 
Oweufi  V.  Dirkenson,  1  Craig's  Phil.  48;  Barneit  v.  Lichenstein, 
39  Barb.  104;  Draper  v.  Stoueven4,  35  N.  Y.  507  ;  Ogden  v.  Bly^ 
denbiirghy  1  Hilt.  182;  Ballon  v.  Dillaye,  37  N.  Y.  35.  The 
reasoning  on  which  the  New  York  courts  based  their  decisions, 
seems  to  mo  far  more  satisfactory  than  the  reasoning  of  the  Illi- 
nois court ;  jind  as  the  legislature  of  West  Virginia  adopted  the 
New  York  statute  as  far  as  above  quoted,  verhafim,  long  after  the 
New  York  courts  decided  that  it  did  not  remove  the  legal  disability 
of  a  married  woman  to  make  any  contract  personally  binding  upon 
her,  we  feel  constrained  to  hold  that  our  statute  has  no  such  effect. 
The  twelfth  section  of  chapter  sixty-six  of  the  Code  of  West  Vir- 
ginia, which  is  not  copied  from  the  New  York  laws,  which  pro- 
vides that  a  married  woman  may  be  sued  without  joining  her 
husband,  where  the  action  concerns  her  sepamte  estate,  may  be 
supposed  to  have  some  bearing  on  the  question  under  discussion; 
but  it  seems  to  me  this  section,  or  at  least  this  portion  of  it,  should 
be  construed  as  in  no  manner  affecting  her  liability  but  only  as 
regulating  the  parties  to  the  suit.  If  without  this  provision,  she 
and  her  husband  would  be  made  defendants  in  a  chancerv  suit  to 
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subject  her  separate  estate,  she  alone,  by  virtue  of  this  provision, 
may  be  made  a  defendant  in  such  chancery  suit.  It  is  true  that  it  is 
now  held  in  the  New  York  courts  that  a  married  woman  may  be 
sued  at  law  upon  certain  contracts  made  by  her  while  married,  and 
that  suit  may  be  brought  in  the  ordinary  form,  taking  no  notice  of 
her  marriage,  and  that  if  the  contract  sued  on  should  be  one  she  is 
not  authorized  to  make,  the  objection  should  be  made  by  her  plea. 
Freching  y.Rolland,  53  N.  Y.  422;  The  Corn  Exchange  Insurance 
Co.  V.  Babcock,  42  id.  613;  1  Am.  Rep.  601.  But  these  decis- 
ions are  based  on  statutes  passed  in  1860  and  1862.  These  acts 
are:  "A  married  woman  may  bargain,  sell,  assign  and  transfer 
her  separate  personal  property,  and  carry  on  any  trade  or  business 
and  perform  any  labor  or  service  on  her  sole  and  separate  account, 
and  the  earnings  of  any  married  woman,  from  her  trade,  business, 
labor  or  service,  shall  be  her  sole  and  separate  property,  and  may 
be  used  and  invested  by  her  in  her  own  name." 

Any  married  woman  may,  while  married,  sue  and  be  sued  in  all 
matters  having  relation  to  her  sole  separate  property,  or  which  may 
hereafter  come  to  her  by  descent,  devise,  bequest,  purchase,  or  the 
gift  or  grant  of  any  person,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were 
sole;  and  any  married  woman  may  bring  and  maintain  an  action 
in  her  own  name  for  damages  against  any  person  or  body  corporate, 
for  any  injury  to  her  person,  or  character,  the  same  as  if  she  were 
sole,  and  the  money  received  on  the  settlement  of  any  such  action 
or  recovered  upon  a  judgment,  shall  be  her  sole  and  separate  prop- 
erty. In  case  it  shall  be  necessary,  in  the  prosecution  or  defense 
of  any  action  brought  by  or  against  a  married  woman,  to  enter  into 
any  bond  or  undertaking,  such  bond  or  undertaking  may  be  exe- 
cuted by  such  married  woman,  with  the  same  effect  in  all  respects 
as  if  she  were  sole  ;  and  in  case  the  said  bond  or  undertaking  shall 
become  broken  or  forfeited,  the  same  may  be  enforced  against  her 
separate  estate. 

"  No  bargain  or  contract  made  by  any  married  woman  in  respect 
to  her  sole  and  separate  property,  or  any  property  which  may  here- 
after come  to  her  by  descent,  devise,  bequest,  purchase,  or  the  gift 
or  grant  of  any  person  (except  her  husband),  and  no  bargain  or 
contract  entered  into  by  any  married  woman  in  or  about  the  carry- 
ing on  of  any  trade  or  business,  under  any  statute  of  this  State, 
shall  be  binding  upon  her  husband,  or  render  him  or  his  property 
in  any  way  liable  therefor.  In  an  action  brought  or  defended  by 
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any  married  woman  in  her  name,  her  husband  shall  not,  neither 
shall  his  property,  be  liable  for  the  cost  thereof,  or  the  recovery 
therein.  In  an  action  brought  by  her  for  an  injury  to  her  person, 
character  or  property,  if  a  judgment  shall  pass  against  her  for  costs, 
the  court  in  which  the  action  is  pending  shall  have  jurisdiction  to 
enforce  payment  of  said  judgment  out  of  her  separate  estate, 
though  the  sum  recovered  be  less  than  one  hundred  dollars." 

"  A  married  woman  may  sue  in  any  of  the  courts  of  this  State, 
and  whenever  a  judgment  shall  be  recovered  against  a  married 
woman,  the  same  may  be  enforced  by  execution  against  her  sole  and 
separate  estate,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole." 

Under  these  statutes  the  New  York  courts  have  held  that  in  cer- 
tain cases  a  married  woman  may  be  sued  alone  on  her  contract  in 
a  common  law  court.  But  neither  these  nor  any  similar  acts  have 
been  enacted  in  this  State. 

Numerous  cases  have  been  cited  in  other  States  where  common- 
law  suits  on  contracts  have  been  sustained  against  married  women, 
but  on  examining  these  cases  I  find  that  they  were  based  on  statute 
laws,  which  are  not  so  stated  in  the  reports  as  to  throw  any  light 
on  the  inquiry  before  us.  It  may  be  possible  that  a  married  woman 
living  separate  and  apart  from  her  husband  might  be  sued  on  her 
contract  in  this  State  in  a  common-law  court  as  an  incident  to  the 
authority  conferred  on  her  by  the  thirteenth  section  of  chapter 
sixty-six  of  the  Code  of  West  Virginia,  page  four  hundred  and 
forty-nine,  to  carry  on  in  her  own  name  any  trade  or  business  for 
her  sole  and  separate  use.  But  it  is  unnecessary  in  this  case  to  ex- 
press any  opinion  on  this  point.  I  think  it  is  certain  that  in  no  other 
case  could  she  be  sued  in  this  State  in  a  common-law  court  upon  a 
contract,  though  she  may  bring  an  action  to  recover  her  private 
property,  she  being  now  the  legal  owner  thereof,  and  perhaps  in 
some  other  cases  to  enforce  her  rights  in  relation  to  her  private  prop- 
erty, even  wlien  based  on  contracts.  If,  when  this  case  is  remanded, 
the  plaintiff  thinks  that  the  character  of  his  claim  has  so  arisen 
out  of  the  business  carried  on  by  the  defendant,  while  living  sep- 
arate and  apart  from  her  husband,  as  to  entitle  him  to  bring  this 
action,  he  may  offer  to  reply  to  these  facts  and  the  court  will  then 
determine  whether  they  constitute  a  good  replication.  Such  was 
the  mode  pursued  in  Illinois  in  the  case  before  cited,  in  which  the 
plaintiff  brought  forward  his  right  to  sue  the  defendant  on  that 
particular  contract,  and  if  any  such  case  can  exist  in  this  State. 
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that  is  the  proper  mode  of  its  being  presented.  Certain  it  is  that 
in  this  State  the  general  disability  of  a  married  woman  to  incur,  by 
contract,  a  personal  obligation  on  which  she  could  be  sued  at  law, 
has  not  been  removed,  and  therefore  she  may  rely  on  her  plea  of 
coverture  as  a  bar  to  any  action  on  a  contract  made  by  her  while 
married ;  and  if  there  be  any  exception  to  her  disability  to  incur 
such  personal  responsibility,  the  plaintiff,  by  replication,  should 
bring  it  to  the  attention  of  the  court.  The  judgment  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  plea  filed,  and  in 
striking  out  the  plea,  and  also  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  must  be 
reversed  and  annulled,  and  the  appellant  must  recover  of  the  ap- 
pellee his  costs  in  this  court  expended,  and  the  cause  must  be 
remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  to  be  proceeded  with  on  the  prin- 
ciples expressed  in  this  opinion  and  further  according  to  law. 

Judgment  reversed  and  cause  remanded. 


Burton  v.  Hansford. 
ao  w.  va.  47a) 

NegoHabU  pap&r — indorsement  hy  stranger  —  evidence  to  define  hia  liabUity, 

When  A  indorses  a  note  payable  to  the  order  of  B,  at  the  time  it  id  made,  he 
is  prima  facie  liable  to  B  as  guarantor  or  maker,  as  B  may  elect ;  but  he 
may  show  by  extrinsic  evidence  that  his  intention  was  to  bind  himself  only 
as  guarantor  or  as  second  indorser,  and  thus  limit  bis  liability.  (See  note,  p, 
580.) 

ACTION  on  notes  by  Lee  to  the  order  of  Burton  and  indorsed 
by  Hansford.     Demurrer,  and  judgment  for  plaintiff.     The 
opinion  states  the  facts. 

William  H.  Hogeman  and  C.  E,  Doddridge,  for  plaintiff  in  error, 
cited  4  Rob.  Pr.  548;  Bishop  v.  Hay  ward,  4  T.  R  471;  Story  on 
Prom.  Notes,  §  480;  Bacon  v.  Burnham,  37  N.  Y.  614;  Hall  v. 
Newcomhy  7  Hill,  416;  2  Rob.  Pr.  231;  Spies  v.  Gilmour,  1  Comst 
221,  231;  HerrickY.  Carman,  12  Johns.  160;  Tillman  v.  Wheeler, 
17  id.  328;  Fegenbush  v.  Lang,  28  Penn.  St.  194;  Farmers^  Bank 
et  al  V.  Vanmeter,  4  Rand.  553;  Chalmers,  Jones  £  Co,  v.  McMurdo^ 


Digitized  by 


Google 


072  WEST  VIRGINIA, 


Burton  v.  Hansford. 


5  Munf.  252;  Hogue  v.  Davis,  8  Gratt.  4;  Bank  of  the  United 
States  V.  Beirne,  1  id.  265;  2  Tuck.  Com.  99;  1  Boiiv.  L.  D.  136^ 
Bender  y.  Manning,  2  X.  H.  289;  Hardiu,  225;  2  Bouv.  L.  D.  417; 
Syme  v.  Griffin,  4  H.  &  M.  277  ;  Quarks  v.  Lacg,  4  Munf.  260  ; 
Cooke  V.  Swims,  2  Call,  39  ;  Wooddy  v.  Flournoy,  6  Munf.  506  ;  2" 
Chitty's  PL  115;  1  id.  293-4  ;  Edw.  on  Bills,  273-4,  610;  Foot  v. 
Sabin,  19  Johns.  159 ;  Spies  v.  Gilmour,  1  Comst.  321  ;  Fitts  v. 
Congdon,  2  id.  352;  7  Hill,  416,  426;  Parker  v.  CVrr^er,  4 
Munf.  279  ;  Early  v.  Preston,  1  Patt.  &  H,  (Va.)  228 ;  Freeman  on 
Judg't,  §§  231,  232,  235  ;  Coolidge  v.  Payson,  2  Am.  L.  Cas.  322; 
Peasly  v.  Boatwright,  2  Leigh,  195  ;  Green  v.  Buckner,  7  id.  83  ; 
^«i5  V.  Brow7i,  6  Barb.  293. 

W^.  Mohhan  and  James  M.  Latdley,  for  defendants  in  error. 

Green,  President.  [After  stating  the  case  and  considering  a 
question  of  pleading.]  The  next  inquiry  is,  whether  the  plaintiffs' 
declaration  is  sustained  by  the  facts  proven  in  the  case.  They 
were:  The  plaintiffs'  agent  was  at  the  store  of  the  defendant,  in 
Kanawha  county,  West  Virginia,  to  collect  a  debt  he  owed  the 
plaintiffs,  resident  of  the  State  of  Ohio;  Lee  wanted  an  extension 
of  time;  the  plaintiffs'  agent  agreed  to  give  it,  if  Lee  would  give 
him  notes  for  the  debt,  indorsed  in  such  a  manner  that  the  plain- 
tiffs could  have  them  discounted  in  one  of  the  local  banks  of 
Kanawha,  if  the  plaintiffs  wished  so  to  do;  and  thereupon  the 
plaintiffs'  agent  drew  the  two  notes  above  copied,  and  Lee  signed 
them  and  sent  them  by  a  clerk  to  the  defendant,  Hansford,  with 
the  request  that  he  would  indorse  them,  informing  Hansford  that 
if  he  would  indorse  them  the  plaintiffs  would  take  them  and  give 
him  (Lee)  an  extension  of  time  on  his  debt.  Hansford  indorsed 
the  notes  and  sent  them  back  by  Lee's  clerk,  and  Lee  then  deliv- 
ered them  so  indorsed  to  the  plaintiffs'  agent  On  this  state  of 
factSj  can  tlic  plaintiffs  sustain  an  action  against  Hansford  ?  And 
if,  by  indorsing  said  notes,  he  incurred  any  obligation  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, what  was  the  character  of  this  obligation?  Was  it  a  direct 
obligation  as  Lee's  security  to  pay  the  amount  of  those  notes,  or 
was  it  a  guarantee  that  Lee  would  pay  them  ?  If  his  obligation  is 
direct  as  surety  of  Lee,  the  plaintiffs  could  recover  from  him  on 
the  general  money  counts,  without  using  any  diligence  to  make  the 
debts  out  of  Lee.     On  the  other  hand,  if  his  obligation  is  only  that 
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of  a  guarantor^  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover  except  upon  a  special 
count,  nor,  as  a  general  rule,  without  the  use  of  proper  diligence 
to  make  that  debt  out  of  Lee.  If  he  is  to  be  regarded  only  as  an 
indorser  of  negotiable  notes  on  which  the  plaintiffs  were  first  to 
indorse  their  names,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  of  him  at  all, 
he  being  a  second  indorser,  and  they  occupying  the  position  of  first 
iiidorsers.  There  is,  perhaps,  no  legal  subject  upon  which  there 
lias  been  a  greater  diversity  of  opinion  than  the  question,  what  is 
the  liability  of  a  stranger  to  a  note,  who  signs  his  name  on  the  back 
thereof.  In  many  of  the  States  it  has  been  decided  that,  when  a 
stranger  signs  his  name  on  the  back  of  a  note  before  its  delivery,  he 
\% prima  facie  liable,  as  though  he  was  an  original  promisor.  This  is 
held  to  be  law  in  Maine,  ChildsY.  Wyman,  44  Me.  433;  in  Vermont, 
Sylvester  v.  Dozamr,  20  Vt.  355  ;  in  Rhode  Island,  Perkins^  AdmW 
V.  Barstow,  6  R.  I.  505  ;  in  Massachusetts,  Cliaffee  v.  JoneSy  19  Pick. 
260;  in  New  Hampshire,  Currier  v.  Fellows,  27  N.  H.  366;  in  Indi- 
ana, Cecil  V.  MiXy  6  Ind.  478;  in  Jtfichigan,  Rothschild  v.  Orix,  31 
Mich.  150;  18  Am.  Rep.  171;  in  Minnesota,  Peckham  v.  Oilman^  7 
Minn.  446;  in  Texas,  Carry.  Rowland,  14  Tex.  275;  and  in  Louisiana, 
Collins  V.  Trist,  20  La.  Ann.  348.  In  other  States  it  is  held  that  a 
party  so  signing  ia  prima  facie  not  an  original  promisor,  but  a  guar- 
antor. It  is  so  held  in  Illinois,  Webster  v.  Cobby  17  111.  459;  in  Con- 
necticut, RansonY.  Sherwood,  26  Conn.  437;  and  in  Ohio,  Greenough 
V.  Smead,  3  Ohio  St.  415,  but  in  these  States  there  is  a  difference  in 
the  extent  of  the  liability  of  such  guarantor.  In  other  States  it  is 
held  that  such  an  indorsement  by  a  stranger  of  negotiable  paper 
before  the  delivery  to  the  payee  does  not  prima  facie  make  the 
party  liable,  either  as  an  original  promisor  or  as  a  guarantor,  but 
only  as  an  indorser,  and,  therefore,  not  liable  to  the  payee,  who 
occupies  the  position  of  a  first  indorser.  This  is  held  in  New  York, 
Herrick  v.  Carman,  12  Johns.  160;  in  Pennsylvania,  Fegenbush  v. 
Lang,  28  Penn.  St.  194;  in  Iowa,  Fear  v.  Dunlap,  I  Greene,  33h 
In  California  and  Mississippi,  the  payee  of  a  negotiable  note  may 
sue  a  stranger  who  has  indorsed  it,  his  liability  being  prima  facie 
that  of  an  indorser,  and  not  that  of  either  a  guarantor  or  original 
promisor.  Jennings  et  al.  v.  Thomas,  13  Sm.  &  Marsh.  617;  Pierce^ 
etc,,  V.  Kennedy,  5  Cal.  138.  In  New  York,  where  the  decisions 
have  been  very  inconsistent,  it  is  now  held  that  where  the  note  is  not 
negotiable,  and  is  indorsed  by  a  third  party  before  it  is  delivered 
to  the  payee,  he  may  be  held  liable  as  an  original  promisor  or  as  ft 
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guarantor.  Cromwell  v.  Hewitt,  40  X.  Y.  491.  In  Massachusetts 
now,  parol  evidence  would  not  be  even  admissible  to  show  that  a 
stranger  who  put  his  name  on  the  back  of  a  negotiable  note  when 
it  was  made,  did  not  thereby  intend  to  bind  himself  as  an  original 
promisor.     Way  v.  Butterworthf  108  Mass.  509. 

In  the  case  of  Ray  et  ah  v.  Simpsony  22  How.  341,  Clif- 
ford, J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  states  the  law 
thus:  **Whcn  a  promissory  note,  made  payable  to  a  particular  per- 
son or  order,  is  first  indorsed  by  a  tliird  person,  as  in  this  case  snch 
third  person  is  held  to  be  an  original  promisor,  guarantor  or 
indorser,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  transaction  and  the  under- 
standing of  the  parties  at  the  time  the  trausaciion  look  place.  If 
he  put  his  name  on  the  back  of  the  note  at  the  time  it  wjis  made, 
as  surety  for  the  maker,  and  for  his  accommodation,  to  give  him 
credit  with  the  payee,  or  if  he  participated  in  the  consideration  for 
which  the  note  was  given,  he  must  be  considered  a  joint  maker  of 
the  note.  On  the  other  hand,  if  his  indorsement  was  subsequent 
to  the  making  of  the  note,  and  lie  put  his  name  thereon  at  the 
request  of  the  maker,  pursuant  to  a  contract  with  the  payee  for 
further  indulgence  or  forbearance,  he  can  only  be  held  as  a  guar- 
antor. But  if  the  note  was  intended  for  discount,  and  he  put  hia 
name  on  the  back  of  it  with  the  understanding  of  all  the  j^artiefc 
that  his  indorsement  would  be  inoperative  until  it  was  indorsed  by 
the  payee,  he  would  then  only  be  liable  as  second  indorser  in  the 
commercial  sense,  and  as  such  would  clearly  be  entitled  to  the 
privileges  which  belong  to  such  indorsers."  It  would  be  vain  to 
endeaVor  to  draw  from  this  great  mass  of  conflicting  decisions  any 
general  principle  which  would  meet  with  general  support,  I  shall, 
therefore,  attempt  no  review  of  these  cases,  no  good  would  result 
from  such  review,  and,  indeed,  the  review  of  the  decisions  of  a  sin- 
gle State  would,  in  many  instances,  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
inconsistencies  of  the  decided  cases  were  so  great  that  no  cleai 
principle  could  be  deduced  from  them.  There  are  very  few  decis- 
ions touching  this  question  in  Virginia  or  West  Virginia.  All  that 
we  can  do  is  to  lay  down  reasonable  principles  for  our  guidance  in 
the  hope  that  our  courts  may,  as  cases  arise,  carry  them  out  in  a 
consistent  manner.  On  laying  down  these  principles,  it  is  essential 
that  they  should  accord  with  the  decisions  already  rendered  in 
V^ginia  and  West  Virginia*  Taking  them  as  my  polar  star,  I  con- 
clude that  when  a  negotiable  promissory  note,  made  payable  to  a 
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particular  person  or  order,  is  first  indorsed  by  a  third  person,  and 
then  delivered  to  the  payee,  such  indorser  is  prima  facte  an  origi- 
nal promisor  or  guarantor,  q&  the  payee  may  elect,  or  the  payee  may, 
by  indorsing  his  name  above  that  of  such  third  person,  and  trans- 
ferring the  note,  make  him  a  second  indorser  in  the  commercial 
sense.  But  the  true  nature  of  the  transaction,  and  the  under- 
Btanding  of  the  parties  to  it  at  the  time,  may  be  shown  by  parol 
proof,  and  such  proof  may  destroy  this  right  of  election  by  the 
payee,  and  the  third  person  backing  such  note  may  be  held  liable 
only  as  an  original  promisor,  or  as  a  guarantor,  or  as  an  indorser 
according  to  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  and  the  original  un- 
derstanding of  the  parties  to  it.  If  it  is  shown  by  evidence  that 
Buch  third  person  signed  his  name  on  the  back  of  such  a  note  at 
the  time  it  was  made  as  security  for  the  maker  and  for  his  accom- 
modation, to  give  him  credit  with  the  payee*,  such  proof  does  not 
alter  the  right  of  the  payee  to  hold  him  bound  as  original  prom- 
isor, or  as  guarantor,  or  as  indorser,  as  he  may  elect,  but  strength- 
ens his  prima  facie  right  to  elect ;  such  option  may  be  exercised 
at  any  time  by  the  payee,  and  so  long  as  he  holds  the  note,  may 
be  changed  at  his  pleasure,  even  after  the  institution  of  a  suit  by 
him  against  such  third  person.  If  it  be  shown  that  the  understand- 
ing between  sucli  third  person  and  the  payee  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
action was  that  such  third  person  should  be  bound  only  collater- 
ally, such  understanding  will  destroy  the  right  which  tlm  payee 
would  have  otherwise  had,  of  electing  to  hold  hini  bound  as  origi- 
nal promisor.  These  principles  are  fairly  deducible  from  the  only 
cases  on  the  subject  decided  in  Virginia  or  West  Virginia.  Watson 
V.  Hunt,  6  Gratt.  633  ;  Ornck  v.  Colston,  7  id.  198,  and  Kearnes  v. 
Montgomery,  4  W.  Va.  29.  If  a  third  person  indorses  at  the  time 
it  is  made  a  negotiable  note  not  drawn  payable  to  him,  he  thereby 
indicates  that  he  intends  to  bind  himself  for  the  payment  of  the 
note  in  some  form,  and  if  he  has  failed  to  indicate  in  what  form,  it 
is  fair  to  presume  that  he  intended  to  be  bound  in  any  manner  that 
the  payee  might  elect.  If  he  indicates  to  the  payee  at  the  time, 
the  manner  in  which  he  intends  to  be  bound,  though  his  purpose 
thus  indicated  be  proven  by  parol,  he  cannot  be  held  bound  other- 
wise by  the  payee. 

In  the  case  of  (h'rick  v.  Colston,  7  Gratt.  189,  the  drawers  of 
the  note,  wishing  to  borrow  money  of  the  payee,  obtained  the  in- 
dorsement of  Colston  on  a  blank  piece  of  paper  as  their  surety,  and 
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writing  their  own  name  on  the  other  side,  inclosed  it  by  mail  to 
the  payee,  who  drew  over  the  signature  of  the  drawers,  a  promis- 
sory note,  not  negotiable,  for  $1,000,  payable  to  himself,  and  he 
sent  a  check  for  the  11,000  to  the  drawers.  The  note  not  being 
paid  by  the  drawers,  the  payee  sued  theindorser,  Colston,  and  then 
wrote  over  his  signature,  '*in  consideration  of  the  loan  of  $1,000, 
by  the  payee,  I  guarantee  the  payment  of  the  within  sum  of  money." 
The  declaration  in  the  action  brought  against  Colston  charged  him 
both  as  original  surety  for  the  debt  and  also  as  guarantor.  The 
court  say,  "we  are  warranted  in  treating  the  case  before  us  as  if 
the  perfecting  of  the  note  on  the  face  of  the  paper,  and  the  in- 
dorsing it  by  Colton  had  been  contemporaneous  acts,  and  had  both 
preceded  the  delivery  of  the  instrument  to  the  payee."  And  they 
then  consider  the  legal  force  of  such  an  indorsement.  The  con- 
clusion reached  is,  that  the  blank  signature  of  Colston  on  the 
back  amounted  to  either  "an  absolute  promise  to  pay  or  a  collat- 
eral guaranty,  it  would  be  just  as  fair  to  presume  one  as  the  other ; 
it  would  be  reasonable  further  to  infer,  that  the  person  so  indors- 
ing in  blank  intended  to  leave  it  in  the  power  of  the  payee,  to 
elect  in  which  of  the  two  aspects  he  would  hold  him  bound." 
The  court  accordingly  held  that  it  was  competent  for  the 
payee  to  have  charged  Colston,  the  indorser,  as  a  guarantor,  or 
as  a  direct  and  absolute  security.  And  that  the  writing  of 
the  guarantee  over  his  name  did  not  destroy  the  right  of  the  payee 
to  hold  him  bound  in  either  character.  It  is  true  that  in  this  case 
the  note  was  not  negotiable,  and  that  in  some  of  the  States  a  dis- 
tinction is  drawn  between  the  responsibility  to  the  payee  aforesaid, 
by  a  stranger,  who  at  the  time  a  note  is  made  puts  his  name  on  the 
back,  where  the  note  is  negotiable,  and  where  it  is  not.  Such  dis- 
tinction is  drawn  in  New  York.  It  is  held  now  in  that  State,  that 
if  the  note  is  not  negotiable,  such  an  indorser  of  it  is  prima  fade 
bound  as  an  original  promisor,  but  if  the  note  is  negotiable,  he  is 
prima  facie  bound  only  as  an  indorser.  Richards  v.  Warring,  1 
Keyes,  576  ;  Cromwell  v.  Hewitt^  40  N.  Y.  491.  And  Phelps  v. 
Visher,  50  N.  Y.  69  ;  10  Am.  Rep.  433.  But  this  conclusion  that 
there  is  such  a  distinction  between  negotiable  paper  and  paper  not 
negotiable  was  not  taken  in  New  York  without  serious  opposition. 
It  was  finally  settled  in  that  State  by  the  case  of  Hall  v.  Netocomb^ 
7  Hill,  416.  This  case  was  twice  argued  before  the  Court  of  Errors  of 
that  State.    Upon  the  first  argument  the  court  was  equally  divided 
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in  opinion,  and  upon  the  second  argument  it  was  decided  by  a  vote 
of  18  to  8.  In  Connecticut,  as  before  stated,  it  is  held  that  the 
indorsement  of  a  note  not  negotiable  at  the  time  it  is  made  by  a 
third  party  prima  fade  renders  him  liable  to  the  payee  only  as  a 
guarantor,  and  in  Perkins  v.  Catlin^  11  Conn.  213,  the  court 
expressly  repudiates  any  distinction  in  that  respect  between  a  note 
not  negotiable  and  one  that  is  negotiable.  Such  a  distinction  in 
such  a  case  is  also  repudiated  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri, 
though  there,  under  such  circumstances,  the  indorser  is  heldi  prima 
facie  liable  to  the  payee  in  either  case  as  an  original  promisor, 
Lewis  V.  Harvey,  18  Mo.  74.  The  same  is  the  law  in  Massa- 
chusetts, where  no  distinction  in  such  a  case  is  made.  Sumner  v. 
Oayy  4  Pick.  311.  The  distinction  was  repudiated  in  Ohampio7i\ 
£  Lathrop  v.  Griffith,  13  Ohio,  228,  and  also  in  Rothschild  v.  Orix, 
31  Mich.  150 ;  18  Am.  Rep.  171,  where  in  such  a  case  the  indorser 
was  held  liable  as  an  original  promisor.  The  New  York  cases  are 
reviewed  in  this  last  case,  and  the  distinction  drawn  by  them  in 
such  cases  between  negotiable  notes  and  other  notes  is  repudiated 
by  the  court.  And,  generally  speaking,  no  such  distinctions  have 
been  made  by  the  courts  in  these  decisions,  the  cases  having  been 
generally  decided  without  any  regard  to  the  fact  that  the  notes 
were  or  were  not  negotiable.  I  conclude,  therefore,  that  no  such 
distinction  can  properly  be  drawn.  But  while  an  indorsement  by 
a  stranger,  at  the  time  a  negotiable  note  is  made,  makes  him  prima 
facie  responsible  to  the  payee,  either  as  principal  promisor  or  as 
guarantor,  as  the  payee  may  elect,  yet  "  if  the  note  was  intended 
for  discount,  and  he  put  his  name  on  the  back  of  it  with  the  under- 
'  standing  of  all  the  parties  that  his  indorsement  would  be  inopera- 
tive until  it  was  indorsed  by  the  payee,  he  would  then  be  liable 
only  as  second  indorser  in  the  commercial  sense."  This  is 
the  language  of  Clifford,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  22  How.  350,  and  is  a  just 
conclusion  from  the  authorities.  In  the  case  of  Kearnes  v.  Mont- 
gomery,  4  W.  Va.  29,  the  defendant,  owing  the  plaintiff,  proposed 
to  him  to  take  for  his  ^debt  the  bond  of  third  parties,  which  the 
defendant  had  drawn  payable  directly  to  the  plaintiff.  The  plain- 
tiff refused  to  accept  this  bond,  as  it  was  payable  to  the  plain- 
tiff instead  of  to  the  defendant,  unless  the  defendant  would 
indorse  it.  The  defendant  wrote  his  name  on  the  back  of  it,  and 
the  plaintiff  accepted  it,  surrendering  to  the  defendant  bis  bon<) 
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which  plaintiff  held  for  the  debt.  The  bond  not  being  paid, 
the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  the  de- 
fendant, and  before  the  trial  wrote  over  the  defendant's  indorse- 
ment, "for  value  received,  I  hereby  become  the  security  of 
the  obligors  in  the  within  bond."  The  court  held  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  hold  the  defendant  bound  as  original  prom- 
isor or  security,  but  only  as  guarantor.  This  decision  is  in 
consonance  with  the  principles  laid  down  above,  and  with  the 
case  of  Orrick  v.  Colston,  7  Gratt.  198.  The  evidence  showed 
that  ^^  the  defendant  was  to  assume  the  same  situation  as  to  lia- 
bility that  he  would  have  occupied  had  the  paper  been  executed  to 
him  as  payee,  and  transferred  by  him  to  the  plaintiff."  And  such 
liability  would  not  have  been  direct  but  only  collateral.  The  prima 
facie  responsibility  of  the  defendants  as  original  promisor  at  the 
election  of  the  payee  was  therefore  in  that  case  overthrown  by  the 
proof  showing  that  he  wjis  only  to  be  bound  collaterally.  But  the 
i-easoning  of  Judge  Maxwell  in  that  case  was  inconsistent  with 
the  views  above  expressed,  and  if  I  am  right  in  the  conclusion 
reached,  that  there  is  no  good  ground  for  the  distinction  between 
the  prima  facie  liability  to  the  payee  of  a  stranger  who  has  indorsed 
at  the  time  it  was  made  a  note  which  is  not  negotiable  and  one 
which  is  negotiable,  then  the  reasoning  of  Judge  Maxwell  is 
inconsistent  with  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Orrick  v.  Colston,  7 
Gratt  189.  But  these  views  of  Judge  Maxwell  do  not  seem  to 
have  been  approved  by  Judge  Brown,  for  while  he  concurs  with 
him  in  the  decision  rendered,  he  does  not  concur  with  him  in  his 
views,  though  Judge  Berkshire  did.  Judge  Maxwell,  in  his 
opinion,  says:  ^*  If  a  stranger  indorses  his  name  in  blank  on  the 
back  of  paper  not  negotiable  he  is  prima  facie  guarantor,  but  this 
presumption  may  be  rebutted  by  showing  the  original  understand- 
ing of  the  parties,  by  showing  an  express  agreement  otherwise,  or 
by  showing  circumstances  from  which  one  may  be  inferred."  He, 
however,  neither  assigns  any  reason  for  this  position  nor  does  he 
cite  any  authority  to  sustain  it.  If  we  are  to  infer  that  he  thought 
there  was  a  difference  in  such  case  between  the  liability  of  a 
stranger  who  indorses  a  note  not  negotiable  and  one  who  indorsee 
a  negotiable  note,  I  think  both  reason  and  authority  show  that  such 
distinction  is  not  well  founded.  The  review  of  the  cases  before 
dted  satisfy  my  mind  that  no  such  distinction  can  properly  be 
drawn.     And  if   there  is  no  such  distinction,  then,  as  I  have 


Digitized  by 


Google 


JANUARY  TERM,  1877.  579 

Barton  v.  Hansford. 

endeavored  to  show  above,  the  responsibility  of  a  stranger  so 
indorsing  would  not  be  that  of  a  guarantor  only,  but,  at  the  option 
of  the  payee,  ifc  would  prima  facie  be  either  that  of  an  original 
promisor  or  that  of  a  guarantor.  In  the  particular  case  then 
before  the  court,  if  Judge  Maxwell's  view  of  what  was  shown  by 
the  evidence  be  correct,  this  prima  facie  case  against  the  indorser 
that  he  might  be  held  as  original  promisor  was  rebutted  by  the  evi- 
dence, which  shows  that  the  understanding  was  that  he  was  only 
to  be  bound  collaterally.  I  regard  this  expression  of  opinion  by 
Judge  Maxwell  as  a  dictum  not  concurred  in  by  Judge  Brown, 
and  open  to  consideration  whenever  a  case  arises  which  fairly  pre- 
sents the  point.  In  this  case  it  is  only  necessary  to  decide  that  a 
stranger  who  indorses  negotiable  paper  at  the  time  it  was  made  is 
prima  facie  liable  to  the  payee  as  original  promisor  if  he  chooses  to 
so  regard  him. 

To  apply  the  principles  above  laid  down  to  the  present  case  will 
be  very  easy.  There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  show  that 
Hansford  put  his  name  on  the  back  of  these  notes  with  the  under- 
standing of  all  the  parties  that  his  indorsement  would  be  inopera^ 
tive  until  it  was  indorsed  by  the  payees.  Had  this  been  shown,  he 
would  have  only  been  liable  as  a  second  indorser  in  the  commercial 
sense,  and  could  not  have  been  sued  by  the  payees^  But  it  is  shown 
that  he  put  his  name  on  the  back  of  these  notes,  at  the  time  they 
were  made,  as  surety  for  the  maker,  and  for  his  accommodation  to 
give  him  credit  with  the  payees.  He  is,  therefore,  responsible  to 
them  at  their  option,  either  as  an  original  promisor,  or  as  a  guar- 
antor. The  only  ground  for  questioning  for  a  moment  the  true 
intention  of  the  parties  in  this  transaction  is  the  fact  that  the 
plaintiffs'  agent  drew  the  notes  payable  at  one  of  the  Charleston 
banks.  But  his  declared  purpose  in  so  drawing  them  was  that  the 
plaintiffs,  2/  they  should  wish  to  do  so,  might  have  them  discounted. 
In  other  words,  it  was  understood  at  the  time  by  the  drawer  that 
the  plaintiffs  might  continue  to  hold  the  notes  if  they  chose, or  have 
them  discounted  if  they  thought  proper.  Had  Hansford  indorsed 
it  with  this  understanding  he  would  have  been  responsible  as 
original  promisor,  if  the  payees  chose  to  hold  him  responsible, 
unless  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion  expressly  reserved  the 
plaintiffs  chose  to  indorse  the  notes  first  and  have  them  discounted. 
If  this  had  been  done  they  could  not  have  held  Hansford  liable  to 
them  at  all.     But  in  point  of  fact  Hansford  was  not  informed  that 
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the  plaintiffs,  or  their  agent,  had  any  idea  of  having  the  notes  dis- 
counted; he  indorsed  them  simply  as  surety  for  the  drawer,  in  and 
for  his  accommodation,  and  to  give  him  credit  with  the  payees. 
The  plaintiffs  therefore  had  a  right  to  hold  him  as  an  original 
promisor,  and  to  recover  of  him  the  amount  of  these  notes  on  the 
common  money  counts  in  the  declaration.  And  it  follows  the 
court  did  not  err  in  permitting  both  these  notes  to  be  read  as  evi- 
dence on  the  trial  of  the  case. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Kanawha,  rendered  in 
this  case  on  June  11,  1874,  must,  therefore,  be  affirmed,  and  the 
appellees  must  recover  of  the  appellant  their  costs  about  this  appeal 
expended  in  this  court,  and  damages  according  to  law. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note  bt  the  Repostkb.— In  a  case  like  this  the  position  of  the  stranger  indorser  was  held 
in  JoJMB  V.  Goodwin  (39  Cal.  408),  S  Am.  Rep.  473,  to  be  strictly  that  of  indorser.  (See  id., 
note,  p.  473.)  In  Ives  v.  Bosely  (85  Md.  S62),  6  Am.  Rep.  411,  that  of  Joint  maker.  In  Eii- 
bert  V.  FinkbeiHer  (68  Penn.  St.  248),  8  Am.  Rep.  178,  that  of  second  indorser,  prima  fade^ 
but  parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  it  was  that  of  guarantor.  In  Chaddnck  r. 
Van  iVew  (35  N.  J.  517),  10  Am.  Rep.  256,  that  of  second  indorser  or  surety,  and  parol  evi- 
dence was  admitted  to  show  which  ;  but  per  se  It  implies  no  liability  whatever.  In  Chafee 
V.  Memphis^  etc.,  R.  R.  Co..,  64  Mo.  193,  prima  facie  that  of  maker,  and  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser is  bound  by  an  agreement  between  him  and  the  payee,  that  he  is  to  be  liable  only  as 
indorser.  In  Jser  v.  Coheiu  1  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  421 ,  that  of  indorser  prima  facie^  subject  to  en- 
largement by  parol  evidence.  The  same  in  BcM  v.  Hoppk,  3  Colo.  187.  In  Browning  v. 
MerrilU  61  Ind.  425,  prima  fade  that  of  indorser,  but  subject  to  explanation.  As  to  Penn- 
sylvania, see  ArnoVn  Adminigtrators  Y.Symonds  (85  Penn.  St.  99),  po»t. 

The  differences  of  ruling  on  this  subject  in  the  different  States  are  sufficiently  pointed 
out  in  the  principal  case.  The  distinction  between  negotiable  and  non -negotiable  paper 
aeems  peculiar  to  New  York. 

The  cases  of  Mnore  v.  Cjyww,  19  N.  Y.  227  ;  Bacon  v.  Burnham,  87  N.  Y.  616 ;  Meyer  v. 
HibsJier,  47  id.  265  ;  Phrlps  v.  T'fw/icr,  60  id.  69  ;  Clothier  v.  Adriance,  61  id.  822,  have 
settled  the  law  in  New  York  that  one,  other  than  the  maker,  who  .indorses  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  before  its  delivery  to  the  payee,  is  presumptively  a  second  indorser,  and 
is  entitled  to  all  the  rights,  privileges  and  exemptions  incident  to  that  situation  ;  that 
ffrima  facie  he  is  not  liable  to  the  payee,  whose  name  precedes  his  on  the  note,  but  only 
to  subsequent  indorsers ;  that  an  action  upon  such  a  note  by  payee  against  indorser  may 
nevertheless  be  maintained,  provided  the  former  shows  (which  he  may  do  by  parol)  that 
the  apparent  relative  situation  of  the  parties  is  not  the  real  one.  and  that  the  payee  took 
the  note  from,  and  irave  credit  or  parted  with  value  to  the  maker  with  the  knowledge  of 
the  indorser  and  upon  the  faith  of  his  indorsement.  At  first  it  was  held  that,  as  the  payee 
is  presumably  liable  to  the  indorser.  he  must,  in  order  to  recover  of  him  and  to  avoid  cir- 
cuity of  action,  indorse  the  note  without  recourse,  and  could  do  so  even  at  the  trial,  but 
since  Moorf.  v.  Cro9H.  mpm.  this  requirement  has  been  abandoned,  and  It  is  now  held  that, 
having  the  right  so  to  indorse,  it  will  be  presumed  to  be  done  and  treated  as  if  done,  and 
therefore  In  fact  need  not  be  done  at  all. 

But  as  to  non-negotiable  paper  a  different  rule  has  prevailed.  The  doctrine  which  has 
grown  up  in  New  York  on  this  point  seems  to  have  been  grounded  upon  the  earlier  cases, 
and  notably  that  of  Jonsehm  v.  Amej*,  8  Mass.  274,  where  it  was  held  that  an  indorsee  for 
value  of  a  non-negotiable  note  may  write  over  the  name  of  the  indorser  a  promise  to  pay  the 
contents  of  the  note  to  the  indorsee,  who  may  thereupon  sue  the  indorser  upon  such  prom- 
IfO.    After  dicta  In  Dean  v.  Halt,  17  Wend.  214;  Seabury  v.  Bungerford.  2  Hill,  84,  and  BaU 
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T.  Newecvribt  8  Id .  288,  the  predae  question  arose  In  Griitwold  v.  Slocum,  10  Barb.  405,  A.  D. 
1851.  This  action  was  against  the  indorser  of  a  note  made  by  8.  &  Co.  payable  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  complaint  was  in  the  usual  form  of  indorsee  against  indoi-ser.  The. defend- 
ant claimed  to  be  liable  only  as  second  indorser.  Per  Parker,  J.  *' The  defendant  can- 
not be  charged  as  indorser  because  the  promissory*  note  is  not  negotiable.  *  *  *  The 
defendant  put  his  name  on  the  note  as  security  at  the  time  the  note  was  made  and  before 
its  delivery  to  the  plaintiffs.  I  think  the  law  well  settled  that  under  such  circumstances 
the  defendant  may  be  held  liable  as  maker  or  guarantor ;  unless  he  is  thus  Liable  he  escapes 
all  liability  on  his  contract.  His  name  is  placed  on  the  back  of  the  note,  but  he  is  not 
strictly  an  indorser,  because  a  legal  indorsement  can  only  be  made  on  a  negotiable  note. 

♦  *  ♦  The  distinction  in  this  respect  between  paper  negotiable  and  not  negotiable  has 
been  plainly  recognized,  and  is  now  well  established.  All  the  conflict  of  authority  has  been 
in  regard  to  negotiable  paper.  There  has  been  none  in  regard  to  paper  not  negotiable,'* 
quoting  Jo«sc?|/M  V.  Ames,  Dean  v.  £?atf,  Seabury  v.  ffuitgerford,  and  Hiai  v.  Newcomb^ 
mipra. 

The  next  case  in  New  York  was  RtcMnJbf  v.  Warring^  89  Barb.  42, 1868.  The  note  here 
was  similar  in  form  to  the  one  in  Oriswold  v.  ^ocum,  and  no  steps  had  been  taken  to 
charge  the  defendant  as  indorser.  Per  Potter,  J. :  **  What  then  is  the  legal  effect  to  one 
who  wiites  his  name,  without  any  thing  more,  upon  the  back  of  a  promissory  note  tint 
negotiable  whicli  is  thereupon  transferred  to  the  payee  named  in  the  note,  and  who  at  the 
time  of  the  delivery  thereof  to  him  parts  with  the  full  consideration  mentioned  in  it,  upon 
the  credit  of  the  note  ? ''  After  defining  an  indorsement  as  the  writing  of  one's  nonie  on 
the  back  of  or  across  a  note,  etc.,  by  which  the  property  in  the  same  is  ti-mi^erred,  the 
court  say  ;  "  This  effect,  that  is,  a  transfer  is  not  wrought  upon  a  noto  not  negotiable^  by 
a  signature  across  the  back  of  it .  The  title,  or  property,  does  not  pass  by  merely  writing 
the  name  thus  upon  it.  *  ♦  ♦  The  note  is  thereby  not  transferred.  ♦  ♦  *  Not  being 
such  an  indorser  as  to  pass  the  title  •  *  *  the  defendant  is  not  liable  as  such.  But  did 
uot  the  defendant  therefore  make  any  contract  with  the  payee  by  so  affixing  his  name  to 
the  note  ?  *  *  ♦  It  is  insisted,  and  with  great  force,  that  he  intended  only  to  bind  him- 
self as  indorser,  and  not  otherwise,  and  that  the  court  cannot  make  another  contract  for 
him.  It  is  clear  that  he  put  his  name  on  the  note,  knowing  that  the  money  was  to  be  ob- 
tained on  the  note  from  Richards  (payee).  It  is  equally  clear  that  he  knew  his  name  was 
wanted  to  give  credit  to  the  note  to  Richards.'*  After  reasoning  that  the  legal  presump- 
tion OS  to  the  intent  of  the  defendant  is  opposed  to  the  contract  of  an  indorser,  and  that  his 
signature  warrants  the  legality  of  the  contract,  and  that  the  only  other  parties  to  such  a 
note  are  maker  and  guarantor,  and  that  he  could  not  be  held  liable  as-the  latter,  the  con- 
clusion is  reached  that  the  defendant  is  a  maker  or  Joint  promisor  ;  tliat  the  law  prescribes 
no  place  for  che  signatures  of  maker  and  Indorser,  and  that  although  it  is  customary  for 
the  one  to  sign  on  the  face  and  the  other  on  the  back,  yet  the  precise  locality  of  their  re- 
spective signatures  is  immaterial.  The  opinion  cites  numerous  authorities,  especially 
Mates  V.  Bird,  U  Mass.  43(5;  OHswold  v.  Slocum,  supra;  LaJtc  v.  McVcan  (an  unreported 
case),  and  Chitty  on  Bills,  177.  On  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  this  was  there  affirmed. 
1  Keyes,  576.  The  opinions  were  written  by  Hogeboom  and  Davis,  J.T.  Hooeboom,  J., 
says,  that  It  was  fair  to  infer  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  was  not  contem- 
plating the  contingent  liability  of  an  indorser,  "  for  the  law,  which  he  Is  presumed  to 
know,  did  not  admit  of  such  a  relation,  but  rather  that  he  would  indorse  the  paper  by 
writing  his  name  upon  the  back  of  it  and  contract  thereby  such  relations  to  tlie  other 
parties  to  the  paper  as  such  a  signature  would  confer  or  entail  upon  him.  He  designed 
then,  to  be  a  surety  of  the  makers  to  the  payee,  and  may  be  held  in  that  character    *  * 

*  He  is  in  effect  a  maker  of  the  note,  an  original  party  to  the  instrument,  whose  name, 
equally  with  that  of  the  other  makers,  was  intended  to  give  currency  and  credit  to  It 
in  the  hands  of  the  payee,  and  on  the  faith  of  whose  signature,  either  as  principal  or 
as  surety  for  the  other  makers,  the  paper  was  discounted.  The  signature  on  the  back 
of  the  instrument  is  not  inconsistent  with  his  liability  as  maker.  If  he  in  fact  intended 
to  assume  that  character."  The  opinion  concludes  with  the  rule  that :  **  If  the  note 
be  ni:t  negotiable,  the  payee  Is  authorized  to  overwrite  a  contract  of  guaranty,  on  an 
original  promise  to  pay  the  note  over  the  name  indorsed,  and  may  maintain  an  action 
thereon.    Because,  unless  the  Indorsement  Is  held  to  imply  such  an  authority,  it  It 
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wholly  inoperative  and  senseless,  as  there  can  be  no  liability  as  Indoreer  in  strictness, 
of  a  non-negotiable  note."  Da  vies,  J.,  says :  '*  When  a  party  writes  his  name  on  the 
back  of  a  note  not  negotiable,  as  there  is  no  contract  of  indorsement,  the  courts  enr 
deavor  to  prevent  the  utter  failure  of  the  contract  by  giving  It  effect  in  some  other 
way,  as  by  allowing  the  holder  to  overwrite  the  indorser's  name,  with  the  real  contract 
implied  by  law,  or  recover  against  him  as  a  maimer  or  guarantor  of  the  note.  '*  Citing 
Edwards  on  Bills,  167,  2:J0,  and  cases  cited  above. 

Vrtmweil  v.  HewUt,  40  N.  Y.  491, 1889,  differed  from  QriswdLd  v.  Slocum  and  Riehflrda 
v.  WarrinQy  \n  thnt  there  the  actions  were  by  payees  against  indorsers,  who  were 
charged  as  makers  or  Joint  promisors,  whereas  here  was  a  suit  against  the  payee 
(who  had  indorsed  to  the  plaintiffs),  seeking  to  hold  him  as  guarantor.  No  steps  had 
been  taken  to  charge  him  as  indorser.  The  oourt  below  held  the  suit  could  not  be 
maintained.  On  appeal  the  judgment  was  reversed  on  the  authority  of  Richard*  v. 
Wantno.  The  New  York  distinction  is  critlciW  in  RoUuchUd  v.  Orlx,  81  Mich.  150; 
8.  C  18  Am.  Rep.  171. 

The  result  of  the  various  decisions  seems  to  be  as  follows,  viz.:  that  except  in  the 
technical  sense  of  the  words  there  Is  no  such  thing  In  New  York  as  indorser  or  indorse- 
ment of  non-negotiable  paper;  that  the  blank  subscription  of  one's  name  upon  or  across 
such  paper  constitutes  the  subscriber  presumptively  a  oo-maker  or  Joint  promisor 
and  surety  of  the  maker,  and  he  can  be  declared  and  recovered  against  as  such;  that  a 
consideration  Is  not  presumed  and  must  always  be  alleged  and  established ;  that 
proof  of  an  intent  to  subscribe  strictly  as  indttrser.,  and  to  be  liable  only  as  such,  ia 
repugnant  to  the  form  of  the  contract,  and  will  not  be  received ;  that  subject  to  this 
rule  the  parties  may  severally  show  and  claim  the  benefit  of  the  exact  agreement  and 
understanding  upon  which  the  Indorsement  was  made ;  that  the  holder  of  the  note 
ruay  overwrite  the  name  of  the  blank  indorser  with  such  agreement  or  understanding, 
or  with  a  contract  of  original  promise  or  guaranty  or  suretyship,  and  may  recover 
upon  such  overwritten  contract ;  and  finally,  that  the  maxim  ut  ret  nuigii  vcUe<U  quam 
pereatf  applies- 


Quarrier  v.  Peabody  Insitrakce  Cohpajtt. 

(10W.Va.a07.) 
Insurance  —  sale  of  part  of  subject  —  stfUement  of  ownership, 

A  policy  of  insuranca  provided  that  if  the  insured  should  make  any  other 
insurance  on  the  property,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  if  tlie  property  should  be 
sold  or  transferred,  or  any  change  should  take  place  in  tlie  title  or  posst'ssion 
thereof,  without  the  company's  consent, the  policy  should  be  void;  and  that 
when  the  property  had  been  sold  or  otherwise  dispKised  of,  so  that  all  the  in- 
terest on  the  part  of  the  insured  has  ceased,  the  insurance  on  such  property 
should  terminate.  Held,  that  the  insurance  on  the  entire  property  waa  not, 
by  these  provisions,  forfeited  by  a  sale  of  a  portion  of  the  property. 

A  policy  provided,  that  if  the  interest  of  the  insured  is  not  truly  stated,  or  is 
other  than  the  entire  unconditional  and  sole  ownership,  it  must  be  so  ex- 
pressed in  the  policy,  under  penalty  of  forfeiture.  Held,  that  the  policy  was 
not  rendered  void  by  the  failure  to  disclose  that  at  the  time  the  policy 
issued  there  was  a  deed  of  trust  on  the  property  insured,  no  inquiry  having 
been  made  at)out  the  state  of  the  title.* 

•  See  MaiUiattan  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Weill  (28  Oratt.  889),  26  Am.  Rep.  801. 
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ACTION  on  a  policy  of  insurance  against  fire,  whereby  the  de- 
fendant, in  consideration  of  $30,  insured  the  plaintiff  to  the 
amount  of  $2,000  as  follows,  viz.:  $640  on  her  two-story  brick 
building  occupied  by  Arnold  &  Co.;  $140  on  shelving,  fixtures,  fur- 
niture, etc.,  contained  therein  ;  $547  on  her  two-story  building, 
occupied  by  Laidley  &  Miller;  $113  on  the  shelving,  fixtures,  etc., 
therein  ;  $480  on  her  two-story  building,  occupied  by  Wilson  ;  $80 
on  shelving,  etc.,  therein.  The  policy  contained  the  following  pro- 
visions : 

*'First  If  the  assured  shall  have,  or  shall  hereafter  make  any 
other  insurance  on  the  property  hereby  insured,  or  any  part  thereof, 
without  the  consent  of  the  company  written  thereon. 

** Second,  Or  if  the  property  be  sold  or  transferred,  or  any  change 
take  place  in  the  title  or  possession,  whether  by  legal  process  or 
judicial  decree,  or  voluntary  transfer  or  conveyance,  without  the 
consent  of  this  company  indorsed  thereon. 

^' Third.  Or  if  the  interest  of  the  assured  in  the  property,  whether 
as  owner,  trustee,  consignee,  factor,  agent,  mortgagee,  lessee,  or 
otherwise,  be  not  truly  stated  in  this  policy. 

''Fourth.  Or  if  the  interest  of  the  assured  in  the  property  be 
any  other  than  the  entire,  unconditional  and  sole  ownership  of  the 
property,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  assured,  or  if  the  buildings 
insured  stand  on  leased  ground,  it  must  be  so  represented  to  the 
company,  and  so  expressed  in  the  written  part  of  this  policy,  then 
and  in  every  such  case  this  policy  shall  be  void. 

*' Fifth.  When  the  property  has  been  sold  and  delivered,  or 
otherwise  disposed  of,  so  that  all  interest  or  liability  on  the  part  of 
the  assured  herein  named  has  ceased,  this  insurance  on  such  prop- 
erty shall  immediately  terminate." 

The  opinion  states  the  other  facts.    The  plaintiff  had  judgment. 

William  H,  Hogeman,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

C.  E.  Doddridge,  for  defendants  in  error. 

Gbbbn,  President.  [After  stating  the  case,  and  passing  upon 
questions  of  jurisdiction  and  pleading.]  The  remaining  special 
plea  rejected  by  the  court  alleges  that  the  plaintiff,  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  defendant,  after  the  issuing  of  said 
policy,  and  before  said  fire,  did  sell  and  transfer  by  deed  a  portion 
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of  said  property  to  one  Arnold,  and,  on  the  trial  of  the  case,  the 
court  excluded  the  deed  to  Arnold  as  evidence,  having  then  before 
it  the  whole  policy.  The  defendant  insists  by  this  plea,  that,  under 
the  provision  of  said  policy,  numbered  two  above,  the  sale  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  property  insured,  without  the  consent  of  the  defendant, 
rendered  void  the  whole  policy.  He  interprets  this  provision  as 
prohibiting,  under  the  penalty  of  forfeiture  of  the  insurance,  a 
sale  without  its  consent  of  any  portion  of  the  property  insured. 
Admitting  for  the  present  that  this  provision  did  prohibit  the  sale 
of  any  portion  of  the  property  insured  without  the  consent  of  the 
company,  the  inquiry  is,  did  such  sale  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of 
any  portion  of  the  insurance,  and  if  so,  how  much.  The  defend- 
ant insists  that  the  policy  is  an  entire  contract  and  consequently  if, 
by  a  breach  of  any  provision  of  the  contract,  any  forfeiture  has 
been  incurred  by  the  assured,  such  forfeiture  must  necessarily  be 
of  the  entire  insurance.  It  is  often  a  question  of  great  difficulty 
to  determine  whether  a  contract  is  entire  or  separable.  In  con- 
struing a  contract  to  determine  this  question,  we  are  to  be  guided 
by  a  respect  to  general  convenience  and  equity  and  by  the  good 
sense  and  reasonableness  of  either  construction  in  the  particular 
case  rather  than  by  any  inflexible  rules  or  by  an  unreasonable  ad- 
herence to  the  words  of  the  contract  in  disregard  of  its  spirit. 
Philadelphia,  Wilmington  S  Baltimore  B,  R.  Co,  v.  Howard,  13 
How.  340 ;  Rodemer  v.  Hazlehurst,  9  Gill,  294  ;  Dibol  <£  Plant  v. 
Minott,  9  Iowa,  403;  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.,  vol.  1,  p.  42;  Brown  v. 
Vinel,  3  Md.  533.  As  a  general  rule,  where  the  consideration  paid, 
or  to  be  paid,  is  entire,  the  contract  should  be  held  to  be  entire, 
though  the  subject  of  it  should  consist  of  separate  and  independ- 
ent items;  but  when  the  price  to  be  paid  is  apportioned  to  separate 
and  distinct  items,  the  contract  should  be  construed  as  severable. 
Withers  v.  Reynolds,  2  Barn.  &  Adol.  882;  Miner  v.  Bradley,  22 
Pick.  457;  Cunningham  v.  Morrell,  10  Johns.  203  ;  Dibol  &  Plant 
V.  Minott,  9  Iowa,  403.  A  policy  of  insurance  is  a  contract  so 
different  from  those  in  which  these  general  rules  have  been  laid 
down,  that  it  is  doubtful  whether  they  can  be  applied  to  this 
peculiar  contract,  or  in  what  manner  the  application  of  them  should 
be  made.  Instead,  therefore,  of  resorting  to  these  rules,  which  are 
just  and  reasonable  in  ordinary  contracts  in  ascertaining  whether  a 
policy  is  to  be  interpreted  as  entire  or  separable,  it  seems  to  me  that 
it  is  safer  to  apply  to  the  general  i)rinciple  before  announced,  that 
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in  ascertaining  the  character  of  the  policy  in  this  respect^  the 
courts  should  be  guided  by  a  respect  to  general  convenience  and 
equity,  and  by  the  good  sense  and  reasonableness  of  either  con- 
struction, bearing  in  mind  that  "  the  law  leans  strongly  against  for- 
feiture, and  it  is  incumbent  on  the  party,  who  seeks  to  enforce  one, 
to  show  plainly  his  right  to  it."  Philadelphia  and  Wilmington 
Railroad  Company  v.  Howard,  13  How.  340  ;  and  that  a  policy 
being  a  contract  dictated  by  the  insurance  company  should  be  con- 
strued most  strongly  against  it.  Bryan  v.  Peabody  Insurance  Com- 
pany, 8  W.  Va.  605.  Applying  this  general  principle  to  the  case 
before  us,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  even  if  the  policy  could  be 
construed  to  impose  a  forfeiture  for  an  alienation,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  company,  of  any  portion  of  the  property  insured,  that 
such  forfeiture  could  not  extend  beyond  tlie  insumnce  of  the  prop- 
erty mentioned  in  the  policy  as  separately  insured,  of  which  the 
property  so  sold  constituted  a  portion,  if  indeed  it  should  be  ex- 
tended beyond  the  forfeiture  of  the  insurance  of  the  specific 
property  sold.  That  a  sale,  for  instance,  of  any  portion  of  the 
fixtures  or  furniture  in  the  Arnold  storehouse  could  at  most  only 
operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  $140  insurance  on  such  furniture  and 
fixtures,  and  would  not  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  $547  insurance 
on  Laidley  &  Miller's  store,  or  on  any  other  property  separately 
insured  in  the  policy.  This  conclusion  is  sustained  by  highly 
respectable  authority.  It  is  true  there  are  some  high  authorities 
inconsistent  with  this  conclusion,  but  many  of  the  authorities  sup- 
posed to  be  inconsistent  with  this  view  are  only  so  seemingly,  and 
when  examined  will  be  found  not  to  militate  against  this  conclu- 
sion. All  the  authorities  agree  that  if,  instead  of  reciting  an  entire 
consideration  of  $30,  for  the  insurance,  a  separate  consideration 
for  each  of  the  six  insurances  named  in  the  policy  had  been  recited 
that  the  contract  should  be  interpreted  as  separable,  and  that  then 
clearly  a  forfeiture  of  the  policy,  by  sale  or  otherwise,  would  be 
interpreted  tfs  a  forfeiture  of  so  much  of  the  policy  as  included 
the  property  sold.  That  in  such  case  the  policy  ought  to  be  con- 
strued as  six  several  policies  included  in  one  contract,  and  that  the 
insurance  arising  from  any  one  of  them  might  be  forfeited  without 
in  any  manner  affecting  any  of  the  others.  And  it  does  seem  to 
me  unreasonable  to  hold  that  the  mere  recital  of  the  entire  con- 
Bideration  together  should  change  the  interpretation,  and  subject 
to  forfeiture  the  six  separate  insurances,  because  a  portion  of  the 
Vol.  XXVTT  ~  74 
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property  named  in  one  of  them  had  been  sold  ;  especially  as  it  is 
obvious  that  this  sale  of  a  portion  of  the  property  named  in  one  of 
the  insurances  could  in  no  manner  tend  to  the  prejudice  or  injury 
of  the  company  so  far  as  the  other  five  separate  insurances  were 
concerned.  Such  construction  seems  to  me  both  unreasonable  and 
contrary  to  the  real  meaning  of  the  parties  to  the  contracts.  When 
they  declared  the  policy  forfeited  by  the  sale  of  any  portion  of  the 
property  assured  (supposing  that  to  be  the  true  meaning),  they 
ought  to  be  understood  as  meaning  the  policy  so  far  as  it  insured 
the  property,  a  portion  of  which  was  sold.  In  the  contemplation 
of  the  parties,  this  policy  included  six  separate  policies  of  insur- 
ance, and  that  by  the  forfeiture  of  the  policy  was  meant  of  that 
particular  one  of  the  six  policies  as  to  which  there  had  been  a  vio- 
lation of  this  provision  prohibiting  alienation.  Many  of  the  au- 
thorities, which  are  apparently  inconsistent  with  this  conclusion, 
are  not  really  so.  Thus  in  numerous  cases  where  in  mutual  insur- 
ance companies  one  premium  note  was  taken  for  several  insurances 
on  different  buildings  or  other  property  contained  in  one  policy, 
and  by  the  policy  this  premium  note  was  a  lien  on  all  the  several 
buildings  or  other  property  named  in  the  policy,  then,  where  there 
has  been  a  misrepresentation  of  the  amount  of  the  liens  on  any  one 
of  the  buildings  or  other  property  declared  by  the  policy  to  be  a 
forfeiture,  it  has  been  held  that  this  is  a  forfeiture  of  the  entire 
policy,  though  in  it  there  was  a  separate  valuation  and  insurance  on 
each  separate  building.  Gould  v.  York  County  Mutual  Insurance 
Co,y  47  Me.  403  ;  Lovejoy  v.  Augusta  Mutual  Fire  Insurance 
Co,y  45  id.  472;  Brown  y.  People's  Mut.  Ins,  Co.y  11  Cush.  280; 
Friesmuth  v.  Agawnm  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  10  id.  587. 

These  decisions  are  clearly  right,  not  as  I  think  merely  because 
the  consideration  recited  was  entire,  but  because  the  entire  con- 
sideration as  represented  by  the  premium  notes  was  a  lien  on  all 
the  property  named  in  the  policy,  and  a  misi'epresentation  of  the 
incumbrances  upon  any  one  piece  of  property  diminished  the 
company's  security  for  the  premium  due  on  the  separate  insurance 
of  the  other  property  included  in  the  policy,  but  the  title  of  which 
was  not  misrepresented.  The  same  has  been  held  properly  to  be 
the  law  in  similar  cases  whore  the  forfeiture  was  produced  by  a  sale 
of  a  portion  of  the  property  separately  insured,  the  premium  note 
being  a  lien  on  the  entire  property  ip  the  policy.  Barnes  v.  The 
Unio7h  Mut.  Fire  I /is.  Co,,  51  Me.  111. 
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It  has  been  held  that  where  two  buildings  were  closely  connected 
together,  and  the  policy  contained  a  separate  insurance  on  each 
one  for  an  entire  consideration,  though  it  did  not  appear  that  this 
consideration  was  unpaid,  and  a  lien  on  both  buildings,  yet  if  one 
building  is  used  for  a  forbidden  purpose,  it  will  avoid  the  entire 
policy.  Leew.  Howard  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  3  Gray,  583;  Fire  Association 
V.  Williamson^  26  Penn.  St.  196.  These  decisions,  though  not  sus- 
tainable if  the  two  insurances  in  the  one  policy  were  regarded  as 
though  in  separate  policies,  yet  it  would  not  follow  from  them  that 
if  the  cause  of  the  forfeiture  did  not  in  any  way  increase  the  risk 
on  the  other  building,  as  in  the  case  of  a  sale  of  one,  that  both 
insurances  would  be  forfeited.  And  in  the  last  case  above  cited, 
the  court  seems  to  base  its  decision  specially  on  the  fact  that  both 
buildings  were  destroyed  through  an  explosion  in  one  of  them,  of 
gunpowder,  kept  in  it  in  violation  of  the  policy.  In  Ootisman  v. 
Pennsylvania  Ins.  Co.,  56  Penn.  St.  210,  the  court  went  further,  and 
held  that  if  the  consideration  recited  in  the  policy  was  entire,  though 
it  was  fixed  at  one  and  one-half  per  cent  on  the  property  insured, 
and  there  was  a  separate  amount  insured  on  a  hotel  and  on  the  liquoi^s 
in  the  hotel,  if  there  was  a  misrepresentation  which  avoided  the  insur- 
ance on  the  hotel,  there  could  be  no  recovery  on  the  insurance  on 
the  liquors,  the  contract  being  held  to  be  entire.  The  court  refers 
to  the  Massachusetts  cases  above  quoted,  and  does  not  seem  to 
notice  that  most  of  them  were  based  on  the  fact  that  the  premium 
not^s  were  a  lien  on  all  the  property  insured  in  the  policies.  It 
admits  the  harshness  of  the  case,  but  holds  that  it  is  but  carrying 
out  the  contract  made  by  the  parties.  It  seems  to  me  this  contract 
was  not  correctly  construed  by  the  court,  especially  as  it  stated  that 
the  premium  was  one  and  one-half  per  cent  of  the  insurance,  which, 
it  seems  to  me,  might  well  be  regarded  as  fixing  this  per  cent  on 
the  value  of  the  liquor  as  the  portion  of  the  premium  to  be  paid 
for  the  insurance  on  the  liquor,  which,  had  it  been  expressly  done, 
the  court  admits,  would  have  made  it  a  separable  insurance,  and  it 
might  then  have  been  recovered,  though  the  other  insurance  was 
void. 

In  the  case  of  The  Associated  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Asstcm,  5  Md.  165, 
a  majority  of  the  court  held  that  a  policy  of  insurance,  ''  to  the 
amount  of  $1,000,  say  $700  on  the  stock  of  books  and  stationery, 
and  $300  on  music,  musical  instruments,  fancy  goods  and  medi- 
cines," was  an  entire  contract;    but  Judge   Mason  dissented   and 
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was  of  opinion  that  this  constituted  two  distinct  and  separate 
insurances.  I  presume  it  all  constituted  together  one  stock  of 
goods  and  his  decision  may  not  perhaps  apply  where  there  were  two 
different  stores  and  stocks  of  goods.  But  in  opposition  to  these 
views  are  high  authorities.  In  the  Phmnix  Ins,  Co,  y.  Lawrence 
et  (iL  the  company,  for  the  consideration  pf  $14,  insured  Lawrence 
&  Co.,  against  loss  by  fire  for  one  year,  "  to  the  amount  of  1200  on 
their  frame  storehouse  and  $1,200  on  their  stock  of  goods  in  said 
storehouse."  and  the  court  held  though  the  policy  was  void  as  an 
insurance  on  the  house,  it  not  being  owned  by  the  assured,  yet  the 
insurance  on  the  stock  of  goods  was  not,  therefore,  void,  the  court 
saying  that  *^  we  see  no  reason  for  excepting  this  case  from  the 
general  rule  by  which  a  policy  making  separate  insurances  upon 
several  subjects  is  treated  as  separate  policies  would  be.  So  in 
Loehner  d^  Co.  v.  Holmes  Mutual  Ins,  Co,,  17  Mo.  247,  it  was  held 
that  a  policy  upon  a  house  and  its  furniture  separately  appraised, 
though  void  as  to  the  house,  because  the  insured  failed  to  give 
notice  of  an  incumbrance,  was  not,  therefore,  void  as  to  the 
furniture,  which  decision  was  aflBrmed  in  19  Mo.  628.  And 
in  Clark  v.  New  England  Mutual  Fire  Ins.  Co,,  6  Gush.  342, 
the  exact  facts  of  which  are  stated  in  May  on  Insurance, 
303,  note,  the  company,  for  $5  in  cash  and  a  deposit  note  of  $371 
insured  Clark  for  $2,500,  $2,000  on  his  tavern  house  and  $500  on 
his  shop.  The  shop  was  sold,  and  by  a  provision  in  the  policy,  the 
policy  thereby  became  void.  The  court  held,  "  that  the  shop  was 
valued  separately  and  was  insured  separately,  as  a  separate,  distinct 
and  independent  subject  of  insurance,  though  insured  in  the  same 
policy.  The  alienation  of  the  shop  would  avoid  the  policy  pro 
fanto  and  only  pro  tanto.  The  tavern  house  and  shop  being  insured 
separately,  the  alienation  of  one  would  no  more  affect  the  insur- 
ance on  the  other  than  if  they  had  been  insured  in  separate  poli- 
cies." This  decision  is  inconsistent  with  other  Massachusetts  cases 
above  referred  to,  but  though  some  of  them  are  of  more  recent 
date,  yet  they  do  not  overrule  this  case,  or  even  make  a  reference 
to  it.  This  fact  seems  to  me  to  subtract  from  the  weight  which 
might  otherwise  be  attached  to  these  Massachusetts  cases. 

I  am,  therefore,  inclined  to  the  opinion,  that  if  this  policy  had 
provided  for  its  being  void  if  any  portion  of  the  property  assured 
was  alienated  by  the  assured,  without  the  consent  of  the  company, 
the  sale  of  the  Arnold  building  would  not  have  avoided  the  insur- 
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ance  on  either  of  the  other  buildings,  or  on  their  fixtures,  or  furni- 
ture. And  it  might  be  even  questioned  whether  it  would  have 
even  rendered  void  the  insurance  on  the  furniture  in  the  Arnold 
store.  On  this  subject,  May  in  his  work  on  Insurance,  303,  304, 
says:  **  Upon  principle,  it  does  not  seem  to  be  of  any  consequence 
whether  the  valuation  be  separate  and  distinct,  or  not.  Surely  a 
merchant  who  insures  his  store  and  stock  in  trade,  or  a  farmer  who 
insures  his  barn  and  contents,  may  recover  for  the  unsold  bal- 
ance of  his  stock,  notwithstanding  he  daily  sells  a  portion  of  it. 
The  diminution  of  insurable  interest  coincides  with  a  diminution 
of  the  right  to  claim  for  loss,  and  relatively  there  is  no  change  in 
the  situation.  To  say  that  the  policy  is  thereby  ^ro  tanto  avoided, 
is  not  so  correct  an  expression  as  that  the  amount  which  thein^^ared 
would  have  a  right  to  recover  under  it  is  pro  tanto  reduced.  Nor 
will  the  result  be  different,  though  it  be  stipulated  that  the  policy 
is  to  be  void  upon  the  sale  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  prop- 
erty .insured.  Nothing  short  of  a  sale  of  the  whole  will  deprive 
the  assured  of  his  right  to  recover  at  all.  If  he  sells  part,  he 
merely  forfeits  his  right  to  claim  for  the  loss  of  that  part,  and  for 
the  simple  and  obvious  reason  that,  having  sold  it  prior  to  the  fire, 
he  did  not,  and  he  could  not  lose  it.  But  if  he  keeps  up  his  stock, 
he  recovers  to  the  full  amount."  And  as  sustaining  him  in  this 
reasoning,  he  refers  to  Lane  v.  Maine  Mutual  Fire  Ins,  Co.,  3 
Fairf.  (Me.)  44  ;  Ilobbs  £  Henly  et  al.  v.  MenipJds  hisurance  Co,, 
1  Sneed  (Tenn.),  444,  and  Wolfe  v.  Security  Fire  Ins,  Co,,  39  N. 
Y.  49. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  express  any  opinion  upon  the  soundness  or 
unsoundness  of  this  reasoning,  as  the  evidence  shows  that  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  case  does  not  claim  any  thing  for  loss  of  furniture  in 
the  Arnold  store;  nor  is  it  necessary  to  decide  in  this  case  what 
would  have  been  the  effect  of  the  policy,  providing  that  it  should 
be  void  if  any  part  of  the  property  insured  was  sold  without  the 
consent  of  the  company.  For,  as  I  interpret  the  provisions  of  the 
policy,  it  does  not  provide  for  the  policy  being  void,  unless  the 
whole  of  the  property  insured  is  sold.  The  language  of  the  pro- 
vision relied  upon  as  avoiding  the  policy  being  the  provisions  above 
recited  and  numbered  two,  is:  '*If  the  property  be  sold  without 
the  consent  of  the  company  indorsed  on  the  policy,  then  in  such 
case  this  policy  shall  be  void.** 

This  court,  in  the  case  of  Brycm  ▼.  Peabody  Insurance  Cbrnpanf, 


Digitized  by 


Google 


590  WEST  VIRGINIA, 


Quarrief  v.  Peabody  Ids.  Co. 


8  W.  Va.  606,  had  before  it  the  construction  of  this  provision  in  a 
policy  of  insurance:  "  If  the  above-mentioned  premises  shall 
become  vacant,  or  unoccupied,  and  so  remain  for  more  than  thirty 
days,  without  notice  to,  and  consent  of  this  company  m  writing, 
this  policy  shall  be  void."  This  court  held  that  this  provision 
**  must  be  construed  to  mean  and  apply  to  the  whole  or  entire 
premises,  and  not  merely  to  a  part  thereof.  Had  the  company 
intended  otherwise,  it  is  reasonable  to  have  supposed  it  would  have 
so  declared.  It  would  not  have  contented  itself  with  the  general 
and  comprehensive  expression  *  above-mentioned  premises,'  but 
would  have  manifested  its  meaning  and  intention  in  common  and 
plain  language,  such  as  ^above-mentioned  premises  or  any  part 
tliAreof.^^^  Thus  impressed,  the  court  held  that  the  assured  did 
not  violate  his  contract  in  not  giving  notice  of  the  vacating  of  a 
part  of  the  premises,  ''although  it  might  be  true  that  the  vacation 
of  the  part  of  the  premises  increased  the  risk."  It  would  have 
been  much  less  unreasonable  to  have  construed  this  provision  as 
violated  by  a  vacation  of  a  part  of  the  premises  than  to  construe  the 
provision  now  under  consideration  to  be  violated  by  a  sale  of  a  part 
of  the  property.  For  what  is  prohibited  under  penalty  of  a  for- 
feiture of  the  policy  is  a  sale  of  the  property,  and  not  a  sale  of  the 
property,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  the  omission  of  the  words  "or 
any  part  thereof,"  is  made  the  more  striking  by  these  words,  "the 
property  hereby  insured,  or  any  part  thereof,"  being  used  in  the 
provision  numbered  one,  just  preceding;  and  that  it  was  not 
intended  that  the  entire  policy  should  be  avoided  by  a  partial  sale, 
is  clearly  manifested  by  the  provisions  in  the  said  policy,  numbered 
above  as  five,  which  provides  that  the  policy  shall  immediately 
terminate  when  the  property  has  been  sold  and  delivered,  or  other- 
wise disposed  of,  so  that  all  interest  on  the  part  of  the  assured  in  it 
has  ceased^  clearly  implying  that  the  policy  should  not  terminate 
or  be  rendered  void  by  any  sale  which  did  not  produce  the  effect  of 
causing  all  interest  on  the  part  of  the  assured  in  the  property  to 
cease.  So  construing  the  policy,  I  hold  that  the  sale  of  the  Arnold 
store  did  not  avoid  the  insurance  of  the  other  two  stores,  their 
fixtures  and  furniture;  and  the  Circuit  Court,  on  the  trial,  did  not 
err  in  so  interpreting  this  policy. 

In  the  other  case  of  William  A.  Quarrier,  Trustee  of  Mrs.  D. 
R.  Laidleyy  v.  The  ^tna  Fire  and  Marine  Insurance  Company  of 
Wheeling,  the  suit  was  brought  on  a  policy  identical  with  that  of 
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the  Peab«)dy  Insurance  Company.  The  declaration  and  pleadings 
were  the  same,  the  same  objections  were  made  to  the  pleas  offei-ed, 
and  the  same  action  taken  by  the  court  on  the  demurrer  to  the 
declaration  and  upon  the  pleas,  and  the  same  exceptions  filed,  bub 
in  this  case  a  third  special  plea  was  oflEered  and  rejected.  This  plea 
alleged  that  the  plaintiff  heretofore,  to  wit:  on  the  19th  day  of 
May,  1873,  executed  and  delivered,  without  the  knowledge  or  con- 
sent of  the  defendant,  a  deed  conveying  a  part  of  the  real  estate, 
with  one  of  the  buildings  insured  thereon,  it  being  one  of  the  build- 
ings injured  by  the  fire,  to  one  Joel  S.  Quarrier,  in  trust,  to  secure 
certain  indebtedness.  This,  the  plea  alleges,  avoids  the  policy,  by 
reafion  of  a  provision  in  it  that  in  case  of  any  false  representation 
by  the  assured  of  the  condition,  situation,  or  occupancy  of  the 
property  insured,  or  any  omission  to  make  known  every  fact  material 
to  the  risk,  or  any  misrepresentation  whatever,  or  if  the  interest  of 
the  assured  in  the  property  be  not  truly  stated  in  the  policy,  then 
the  policy  shall  be  void ;  and  also  by  reason  of  the  provisions  in 
5aid  policy  before  cited  and  numbered  two  and  four.  The  plea  is 
defective  in  not  alleging  whether  the  deed  of  trust  was  executed 
before  or  after  the  policy  was  executed  and  which  particular  pro- 
vision of  the  policy  was  thereby  violated,  but  disregarded  its  form, 
it  presented  no  real  defense  ;  if  the  deed  of  trust  wfts  executed 
after  the  policy,  it  did  not  violate  the  provision  numbered  three, 
for  it  was  not  a  sale  of  the  property,  or  any  change  of  the  title 
within  the  true  meaning  of  this  provision.  For  it  has  been  often 
decided  that  a  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust,  before  its  foreclosure,  is 
no  alienation  or  change  of  title  according  to  the  true  interpreta- 
tion of  these  words  when  Used  in  a  policy  of  insurance.  See  Shep- 
Jierdw  Union  Muhuil  Fire  Insurance  Company,  38  N.  H.  232; 
Fulsom  V.  Belknap  County  Mutual  Fire  Insurance  Company ,  10 
Fost.  231  ;  Howard  Insurance  Company  v.  Bruner,  23  Penn.  St. 
50  ;  Jackson  v.  Massachtcsetts  Mutual  Fire  Insurance  Company ,  23 
Pick.  418;  Conover  y.  Mutual  Insurance  Company  of  Albany y  3 
Den.  254;  s.  c,  1  Comst.  290  ;  Tittemore  v.  Vermont  Mutual  In* 
surance  Company,  20  Vt  546  ;  Pollard  v.  Sommerset  Mutual  Fire 
Insurayice  Company,  42  Me.  221 ;  Smith  v.  Monmouth  Mutual  Fire 
Insurance  Company,  60  id.  96;  Dutton  v.  New  England  Mutual  Fire 
Insurance  Company,  9  Fost  153 ;  Rollins  v.  Columbian  Muttial 
Fire  Insurance  Company,  5  id.  200  ;  Rice  et  al.  v.  Tower  £  IVusL, 
1  Gray,  426 ;  May  on  Insurance,  294.      It  is  true  that  the  con- 
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trary  doctrine  has  been  held  in  Indiana,  in  the  case  of  McCulloch 
V.  Indiana  Mutual  Fire  Insurance  Conipanyy  8  Blackf.  50,  and 
Indiana  Mutual  Fire  Insurance  Cowpany  v.  Coquillard,  2  Carter, 
645 ;  and  also  in  Western  Massachusetts  Insurance  Company  v.  Riker 
et  aU  10  Mich.  270. 

But  these  decisions  ought  not  to  be  regarded  as  rendering  even 
doubtful  the  propriety  of  the  conclusion  that  a  deed  of  trust  is 
neither  a  sale  nor  change  of  title  such  as  was  contemplated  by  the 
provisions  of  the  policy  when  it  declared  that  a  sale  or  change  of 
title  should  render  void  the  policy.  If  the  company  had  intended 
that  a  deed  of  trust  should  have  this  eflEect,  they  should  have  so 
provided.  If  that  was  their  pui'poso  they  have  not  used  appropriate 
language  to  express  such  purpose.  They  have,  to  say  the  least, 
left  it  in  doubt.  And  a  contract  should  be  avoided  only  by  clear 
language  and  never  by  doubtful  phrases.  If  the  deed  of  trast  was 
executed  before  the  policy,  does  the  fact  that  it  was  not  made 
known  to  the  company  render  the  policy  void  ?  It  is  not  alleged 
that  there  was  any  misrepresentation  nor  has  there  been  any  omis- 
sion to  make  known  any  fact  material  to  the  risk.  If,  as  we  have 
seenj  the  company  permitted  the  assured  to  execute  any  deeds  of 
trust  he  chose  after  the  policy  had  been  issued,  as  we  have  seen  they 
did,  is  this  not  conclusive  that  they  did  not  consider  the  giving  of 
a  deed  of  trust,  by  the  assured,  materially  increased  their  risk,  and 
therefore  the  failure  to  notify  them,  when  the  policy  was  issued* 
that  a  prior  deed  of  trust  had  been  given,  cannot  be  regarded  as  an 
omission  to  make  known  a  fact  material  to  the  risk:  nor  can  it 
be  said  that  the  interest  of  the  assured  in  the  property  was  not 
truly  stated  in  the  policy.  It  simply  states  that  the  property  is  his ; 
and  there  being  a  lien  upon  it,  did  not  prevent  it  from  being  his 
nor  render  this  statement  untrue.  We  have  seen  that  the  policy 
itself  shows  that  the  company  regarded  the  existence  of  such  lien 
as  not  materially  affecting  the  risk  and  unless  they  inquired  par- 
ticularly into  tlie  title  of  tlie  property,  a  general  statement  by  the 
assured  that  the  property  was  his  is  sufficient.  See  Flanders  on 
Fire  Insurance,  372,  373  ;  Strong  v.  Manufacturers^  Insurance 
Co.,  10  Pick.  40 ;  May  on  Insurance,  310  ;  Cumberland  Val- 
ley Mutual  Pro,  Co,  v.  Mitchell^  48  Penn.  St.  374.  We  conclude, 
therefore,  that  the  court  did  not  err  in  rejecting  this  third  plea. 

fSome  minor  points  omitted.] 

Both  of  the  cases  are  reman  led  to  the  Oircuit  Oourt  of  Kanawha^ 
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with  directions  to  grant  to  the  plaintiffs  in  each  of  these  cases 
leave  to  amend  the  declamtions  and  to  be  further  proceeded  with 
according  to  the  principles  laid  down  in  this  opinion,  and  further 
according  to  the  principles  and  rules  governing  courts  of  common 
law. 

Judgments  reversed,  and  cases  remanded. 


Stolle  v.  jEtna  Fire  and  Mabikb  Ins.  Oa 

(10W.Va.54«.) 
Insurance — condition  —  waive?'  —  esioppd, 

A  policy  of  inenrance  provided  that  it  should  be  void  in  case  of  assignment 
before  loss,  without  the  consent  of  the  company  indorsed  thereon.  The 
secretary  of  the  company  told  the  insured  that  he  could  assign  the  policy 
without  such  consent.  Held,  that  this  waived  the  condition.  (See  note,  p, 
597.) 


A 


CTION  on  a  policy  of  insurance.  The  opinion  sufficiently  state* 
the  facts. 

Wm.  H.  Hogeman,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 


C,  K  Doddridge,  W.  A,  Quarrier  and  Smith  £  Knight^  for  de- 
fendants in  error. 

Green,  President.  [After  stating  the  case  and  disposing  of  a 
preliminary  question.]  The  evidence  shows  that  Captain  Moore, 
of  Charleston,  procured  this  policy  for  Field,  and  that  the  pre- 
mium on  it  was  paid  by  Field  to  Moore  ;  that  Mr.  Reynolds  was  a 
clerk  of  Moore  who  is  an  insurance  agent  Field  proves  that  "on 
August  29,  whilst  Captain  Moore  was  at  the  White  Sulphur  Springs, 
the  plaintiff  came  to  him  to  transfer  policy  for  Field;  he  filled  up 
the  assignment,  and  Field  signed  it;  at  the  foot  of  the  assignment 
there  was  a  memorandum  to  be  signed  by  the  secretary;  he  saw 
Field  sign  transfer  ;  went  to  Wheeling  on  business  for  Burdett ; 
went  to  Peabody  insurance  office  and  met  Mr.  Rogers ;  he  intro- 
duced him  to  J.  R.  Miller,  secretary  of  -^tna  Insurance  Company, 
the  same  party  who  signed  the  policy  in  evidence;  told  Miller  he 
\\\v\  transferred  policy  for  Field  to  Stolle,  and  as  the  form  of  his 
Vol.  XXVTI  — 75 
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transfer  had  to  be  sent  to  home  office  to  be  approved  by  secretary, 
said  to  him,  'as  I  am  here,  and  have  mentioned  it  to  you,  would 
it  be  necessary  to  send  policy  on  to  be  approved,'  and  he  said  *  no, 
it  would  not,'  and  he  left  him  there.  This  was,  he  thinks,  Sep- 
tember 2,  1873.  There  was  no  agent  for  defendant  in  Charleston. 
He  was  clerk  for  Captain  Mooiv.  The  conversation  with  Miller 
took  place  in  door  of  ^Etna  office."' 

The  assignment  on  the  back  of  the  policy  referred  to  by  witness, 
Reynolds,  is  in  these  words: 

"  For  value  received,  I  hereby  transfer,  assign  and  set  over  to  Gus 
Stolle  and  his  assigns,  all  my  title  and  interest  in  this  policy,  and  all 
advantages  to  be  derived  therefrom. 

Dated  this  29th  day  of  August,  1873. 

Jamks  L.  Field." 

And  the  form  of  the  approval,  printed  at  the  foot  thereof  referred 
to  also  by  witness,  Reynolds,  was  in  these  words  : 

**  Approved  W.  Va.,  this day  of 187—. 

Secretary.** 

These  questions  arise  from  this  transfer.  The  first  is  will  the 
provision  in  the  policy,  that  unless  an  assignment  of  the  policy  is 
approved  by  the  company  by  an  indorsement  thereon  that  the 
policy  shall  be  void,  be  enforced  by  the  courts.  And  secondly,  can 
this  approval  be  waived  ;  and  thirdly,  if  so,  do  the  facts  above  de- 
posed to  amount  to  a  waiver.  The  courts  will  enforce  such  a  pro- 
vision in  a  policy,  provided  the  assignment  prohibited  is  as  in  this 
case  before  the  loss.  If,  however,  the  policy  attempts  to  prohibit, 
under  penalty  of  forfeiture  of  the  policy,  the  transfer  after  the  loss 
has  occurred,  the  courts  will  not  enforce  it;  they  regard  such  pro- 
hibition iis  contrary  to  the  public  policy.  Minturn  v.  Insurance 
Company^  10  Gray,  507;  Smith  v.  Saratoga  Insurance  Co.,1  Hill,  497. 
In  the  first  of  these  cases,  it  was  admitted  that  upon  a  proper  assign- 
meat  of  a  policy,  assented  to  by  the  insurers,  the  assignee  could 
sustain  an  action  as  upon  a  new  and  original  promise  to  indemnify 
against  loss,  if  any  occurs,  but  it  was  held  that  if  the  policy  required 
the  assent  of  the  company  to  be  in  writing,  it  could  not  be  proved 
by  parol.  In  the  second  of  these  cases,  the  policy  had  a  clause  m  it 
whereby  the  policy  was  declared  void,  if  assigned  without  the  con- 
Bent  of  the  company  in  writing,  and  the  court  held,  unless  waived 
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by  the  company,  this  stipulation  of  the  policy  would  be  enforced. 
It  seemed  to  be  assumed  in  this  case  that  this  provision  in  the  policy 
might  be  waived.  In  the  case  of  the  Pennsylvania  Insurance  Co. 
V.  Botoniany  44  Penn.  St.  89,  the  policy  provided  "  that  the  policy 
should  be  void  upon  assignment  thereof,  unless  notice  is  given  at 
the  office  of  the  company,  and  the  same  be  approved  and  indorsed 
thereon  by  the  secretary  or  other  authorized  officer  of  the  com- 
pany." This  policy  was  assigned  absolutely  by  written  assignment. 
Sometime  afterward,  the  president  of  the  company,  on  a  separate 
piece  of  paper,  approved  an  assignment  of  the  policy  to  these  parties 
as  collateral  security  for  certain  purposes.  This  paper  was  attached 
to  the  policy  by  a  wafer  and  is  supposed  to  have  referred  to  the  abso- 
lute assignment  aforesaid,  though  the  date  of  the  assignment 
approved  is  not  given  in  the  approval.  After  the  loss  of  the  prop- 
erty, a  letter  was  written  by  the  president  of  the  company,  though 
not  signed  officially,  to  these  assignees,  asking  certain  proposals  in 
reference  to  the  property,  looking  to  an  adjustment  of  the  loss  with 
them.  The  court  held  this  approval  of  the  president  though  not 
indorsed  on  the  policy  was  sufficient,  and  add:  *'But  whether  it 
were  or  not,  it  is  clear  that  the  defendants,  by  their  conduct,  and 
by  this  letter,  waived  a  more  strict  compliance  with  the  condition, 
which  they  had  a  right  to  do,  as  they  could  have  waived  entirely  a 
provision  intended  only  for  their  protection."  I  concur  in  the  con- 
clusion, that  this  provision  may  be  waived  by  the  conduct  of  the 
defendant,  or,  to  speak  more  properly,  the  defendant,  by  his  own 
conduct,  may  be  estopped  from  insisting  on  this  provision.  The 
remaining  question  is,  did  the  defendant's  conduct  in  the  case 
before  us  estop  it  from  insisting  on  the  fact  that  the  approval  of 
this  assignment  was  not  indorsed  on  the  policy.  The  general  ques- 
tion as  to  what  conduct  of  the  defendant  will  amount  to  a  waiver  or 
an  estoppel  of  the  company  is  discussed  in  Muhleman  v.  Nat. 
his.  Co.,  6  W.  Va.  608,  and  the  conclusion  reached:  "The  act 
relied  on  as  a  waiver  must  be  such  as  to  estop  a  party  from  insist- 
ing on  performance  of  the  contract  or  forfeiture  of  the  condition. 
There  must  be  some  act  or  declaration  of  the  defendant  or  of  the 
defendant's  agent,  to  the  plaintiff,  which  so  affected  the  conduct  of 
tiie  latter  to  his  injury  as  that  it  would  be  unjust  now  to  permit  the 
defendant  to  set  up  or  have  the  benefit  of  the  clause  of  the  policy 
in  question.  It  is  not  necessary  to  an  equitable  estoppel  that  the 
party  should  intend  willfully  to  mislead;  but  whatever  may  be   the 
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intent, if  he  makes  such  a  representation  as  a  sensible  man  would 
take  to  be  true,  and  believe  that  it  was  meant  he  should  act  upon 
it,  and  he  does  so  act,  the  party  making  the  representation  is  pre- 
cluded from  contesting  its  truth/'  To  sustain  whicl)  position  the 
court  refers  to  Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  524,  553;  Ripley  v.  ^iTia  Ins. 
Co,,  30  N.  Y.  136,  164;  Continental  Nat,  Bank  v.  National  Bank 
of  Comm.,  50  id.  575;  Herman's  Law  of  Estoppel,  343,  §  331. 
In  the  case  under  consideration  there  is  this  provision  in  the 
poh'cy:  **This  insurance  may  be  terminated  at  any  time  at  the 
request  of  the  assured,  in  which  ease  the  company  shall  retain  only 
the  customary  short  rates  for  the  time  the  policy  has  been  in 
force."  Under  this  provision  the  assured  had  a  right  to  terminate 
his  policy  at  any  time,  and  in  such  case  had  a  right  to  demand  the 
return  of  the  premium  paid,  except  that  the  company  could  retain 
the  customary  short  rates  for  the  time  the  policy  had  been  in  force. 
The  company  had  a  right  to  decline  to  consent  to  the  assignment 
of  the  policy,  but  if  they  had  done  so,  the  assured  would,  of  course, 
have  exercised  his  right  to  terminate  the  policy  and  demand  the 
return  of  the  premium  paid  for  a  year  in  advance,  less  the  custom- 
ary short  rates  for  the  time  the  policy  had  been  in  force.  Of  this 
right,  however,  the  assured  was  deprived  by  being  induced  to  omit 
to  exercise  this  right  by  the  declaration  of  the  secretary,  that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  have  his  indorsement  of  the  approval  of  the 
company  of  the  assignment  on  the  back  of  the  policy.  This  left 
assured  in  the  condition  of  having  the  policy  terminated  without 
the  refunding  of  any  portion  of  the  premium  paid  in.  Such  a  result, 
if  permitted,  would  o|K?rate  an  obvious  injury  to  the  assured,  and 
upon  the  principles  above  laid  down  it  would  be  unjust  to  permit  the 
defendant  to  have  the  benefit  of  this  clause  of  the  policy,  he  having, 
to  the  injury  of  the  plaintiff,  declared  that  it  was  unnecessaiy  to 
comply  with  it  on  his  part.  When  it  is  remembered  that 
the  blank  form  of  approval  printed  on  the  back  of  the 
l)olicy  showed  that  the  secretary  of  the  company  was  the  proper 
officer  of  the  company  to  approve  an  assignment,  the  plaintiff 
cannot  be  considered  as  having  acted  otherwise  than  prudently 
when  he,  by  his  agent,  called  upon  this  secretary  to  know  whether 
it  was  necessary  to  send  the  policy  on  for  his  approval  of  this 
assignment.  And  when  he  replied  that  it  was  not  necessary,  a 
sensible  man  might  well  take  this  to  be  so  and  believe  that  it  was 
meant  he  should  act  upon  it    I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  thai 
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this  conduct  of  the  secretary  of  the  company  estops  them  from 
relying  on  this  breach  of  this  condition  of  the  policy.  It  is  said, 
however,  that  the  secretary  did  not  make  this  statement  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  the  statement  was  made  to  a  third  party  and 
that  there  is  no  evidence  that  it  was  ever  communicated  to  the 
plaintiff.  But  the  evidence  shows  that  in  making  this  assignment 
in  a  binding  and  effectual  manner  this  party  who  is  called  a  third 
person,  to  whom  this  statement  was  made,  was  really  the  plaintiff's 
3gent.  And,  therefore,  it  must  be  held  that  the  plaintiff  not  only 
knew  of  this  statement  but  that  his  conduct  was  influenced  by  it. 
If,  then,  the  first  count  in  this  declaration  h^d  been  a  count  prop- 
erly drawn  and  based  on  the  policy,  the  evidence  would  under  such 
a  count  have  justified  the  finding  of  the  court.  But  this  count 
we  have  seen  is  fatally  defective  and  the  demurrer  to  it  should 
have  been  sustained.  The  judgment  of  the  court  cannot,  there- 
fore, be  permitted  to  stand  unless  the  evidence  would  have  justified 
the  finding  of  the  court  under  the  second  count,  which  is  a  com- 
mon count  of  insimul  computassent. 

[This  question  being  decided  in  the  affirmative.] 

Judgment  affirmed, 

NoTB  BY  THE  Rbporter.  -  As  to  waiver  of  condition  against  over-insurance,  see  Elliott 
V.  Lycoming  Co.  Mui.  Itis.  Co.  (66  Penn.  St.  22),  5  Am.  Rep.  323.  As  to  waiver  of  condi- 
tion for  payment  of  premium,  see  Sims  v.  State  Iw.  Co,  (47  Mo.  54),  4  Am.  Rep.  811;  Btydiue 
V.  Kxchanae  Fire  Ins.  Co.  (51  N.  Y.  117),  10  Am.  Rep.  566;  Fount;  v.  Hartford  Fire  Iii$.  Co. 
(45  Iowa,  877),  24  Am.  Rep.  ISA;  Dayton  Iu8.  Co.  v.  Kelly  (24  Ohio  St.  845),  15  Am.  Rep. 
612;  Joliffc  v.  Madit^m  Mxit.  Im.  Co.  (39  Wis.  Ill),  20  Am.  Rep.  85.  As  to  waiver  of  con- 
dition against  change  of  title,  see  Pratt  v.  iV.  Y.  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  (55  N.  Y.  505),  14  Am.  Rep. 
304.  As  to  waiver  of  condition  against  other  insurance,  see  Couch  v.  City  Fire  Ins.  Co.  (38 
Conn.  181),  9  Am.  Rep.  375;  Wcbnter  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  (36  Wis.  67),  17  Am.  Rep.  479; 
Security  ln».  Co.  v.  Fay  (22  Mich.  467),  7  Am.  Rep.  670;  AUemannia  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hurd  (87 
Mich.  11),  26  Am.  Rep.  491;  Haywai-d  v.  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  (62  Mo.  181),  14  Am.  Rep.  400.  As  to 
waiver  of  condition  for  limitation,  see  Little  v.  Phmnix  Ins.  Co.  (123  Mass.  380),  25  Am. 
Rep.  96. 

In  this  connection  we  note  a  recent  case  in  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals,  of  which  the 
following  is  an  abstract:  Defendant,  by  policy  Issued  in  1869,  insured  the  plaintiff's  interest 
as  owner  in  his  dwelling-house .  The  policy  was  signed  by  the  president  and  secretary,  and 
**0.  J.  Hannon,  Agent."  It  was  renewed  in  1870,  and  again  in  1871,  the  renewal  certificates 
being  signed  in  the  same  way,  and  containing  a  clause,  "  not  valid  unless  countersigned  by 
the  duly  authorized  agent  of  the  company  at  Oswego,  New  York,  and  the  last  renewal  was 
*' countersigned  at  Oswego,  the  11th  of  October,  1870,  by  O.  J.  Hannon,  Agent.'*  In  No- 
vember, 1871,  plaintiff  sold  and  conveyed  the  premises,  and  in  1872  applied  for  a  renewal 
of  the  policy,  telling  Hannon  the  fact  of  the  sale  and  showing  him  a  mortgage  on  the  prem* 
Ises  which  he  had  taken  in  payment,  and  Hannon  said  he  would  ''make  it  all  right,"  and 
gave  him  another  like  renewal  certificate.  Hannon  received  the  premiums  on  the  several 
renewals  and  forwarded  them  to  the  company.  He  did  all  theibusiness  of  the  company  at 
Os^'ego  except  to  settle  losses.  The  policy  contained  provisions  that  it  should  be  void  if 
the  premises  should  be  sold,  or  if  the  interest  of  the  assured  was  not  truly  stated,  and  that 
nothing  less  than  a  clear  specific  agreement,  clearly  expressed  and  indorsed  on  the  policy, 
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should  operate  as  a  waiver  of  any  condition ;  and  also  that  any  person  other  than  the 
assured,  who  nii^ht  have  procured  the  Insurance  to  be  taken,  should  be  deemed  the  agent 
of  the  assured  and  not  of  the  company,  under  any  circumstances  whatever,  and  in  any 
transaction  relating?  to  the  insurance.  Hchl.  that  the  conditions  were  waived .  FVi/i  v.  Liw , 
London  &  Globe  Iiu*,  (>).,  44  N.  Y.  &«  ;  Sliearman  v.  Nia^jara  Firt  Ins,  Co.,  46  id.  536;  l^ltlr- 
wdl  v.  N<trth  West.  Ins.  Co.,  24  id.  a02;  Rohrbacli  v.  Gcrmania  Fire  hu<.  Co.  (62  N.  Y.  47^,  20 
Am.  Rep.  451,  and  Alexander  v.  Same^  66  N.  Y.  464,  distinguished  and  limited.  There  must 
be  mutuality  in  the  contract.  If  Hannon  is  to  be  deemed  agent  of  the  assured  he  cannot 
also  be  agent  of  the  insurer,  or  if  he  is,  the  insurer  must  be  bound  by  his  acts  and  words, 
when  he  acts  as  one  having  authority  from  the  insurer.  Pi-o  hoc  vice  he  then  rightfully 
puts  off  his  agency  for  the  insured  and  becomes  agent  for  the  insurer.  Sprague  v.  Holland 
Purchase  Ins.  Co.,  69  N.  Y.  128.  Defendant,  by  treating  the  former  certificates,  counter- 
signed by  Hannon.  as  valid,  asserted  that  he  was  its  duly  authorized  agent,  and  is  estopped 
from  denying  his  agency  as  to  the  third  certificate.  fVhited  t.  Oermania  Fire  Ins,  Co.% 
decided  March  18, 1879. 


Levy  v.  Peabody  Ins.  Co. 

(10  W.Va.560.) 

IngurariM  —  adjustment  —  iMiiver. 

The  adjustment  of  a  loss  by  an  insurer,  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facta* 
operates  as  a  waiver  of  conditions  in  the  policy  against  other  insurance,  and 
requiring  the  certificate  of  a  notary  as  a  preliminary  to  payment.  (See 
note,  p.  601.) 

ACTION  on  a  policy  of  fire  insurance. 
The  policy  provided  that  ib  should  be  void  in  case  of  other 
insurance  on  the  same  property,  without  the  consent  of  the  defend- 
ant written  on  the  policy.     The  opinion  states  the  other  facts. 

W.  H.  Hog&inariy  for  phiintiff  in  error. 

Smith  t^  Knight  and  Mollohan  S  Fontaine^  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Green,  President.  [After  describing  the  policy  and  disposing  of 
a  minor  question.]  The  plaintiff,  in  his  declaration,  alleged  that  **he 
had  duly  kept  and  performed  all  the  requirements  and  conditions 
contained  in  said  policy,  and  so  continued  from  thence  up  and  till 
the  time  of  said  loss.''  lie  also  alleges,  '*that  he  did  also  produce 
and  deliver  to  the  defendant,  at  its  office  in  the  city  of  Wheeling, 
a  certificate  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  D.  C.  Qallaher,  a  notary 
public,  nearest  the  place  of  said  fire,  and  who  was  not  concerned 
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in  any  loss  occasioned  by  said  fire,  as  a  creditor  or  otherwise,  and 
not  related  to  the  i^laintiff;  that  he,  the  said  D.  C.  Gallaher,  had 
examined  the  circumstances  attending  the  loss  sustained  by  plain- 
tiff by  said  fire,  and  kne^v  the  character  and  circumstances  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  he  verily  believed  that  the  plaintiff,  by  misfortune, 
and  without  fraud  or  evil  practice,  had  sustained  loss  and  damage 
on  the  property  insured  to  the  amount  of  $1,428.41."  The  mat- 
ters set  forth  above  are,  by  the  policy,  required  to  be  done  by  the 
plaintiff,  but  no  penalty  is  attached  to  his  failure  to  do  this  by 
the  terms  of  the  policy,  except  that  the  loss  is  not  payable  till 
these  things  have  been  do;ie.  The  defendant  demurred  to  the 
declaration,  but  has  presented  to  this  court  no  grounds  on  which 
his  demurrer  is  based.  And  I  see  no  defect  in  the  declaration. 
The  demurrer  was  properly  overruled.  The  defendant  then  plead 
non-assumpsit  and  issue  was  joined;  he  also  tendered  a  special  plea 
in  which  he  set  forth  the  above  provisions  of  the  policy,  requiring 
the  consent  of  the  company  to  be  indorsed  on  the  policy  before  any 
other  insurance  of  tlie  property  could  be  made  under  the  penalty 
of  the  i>olicy  being  forfeited,  and  alleged  that,  "without  the  knowl- 
edge or  consent  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  did,  aft^r  the  issu- 
ing of  the  aforesaid  contract  or  policy,  and  before  the  fire  in  the 
declaration  alleged,  make  and  obtain  other  insurances  on  the  prop- 
erty in  said  contract  or  policy  described,  to  wit:  1500  in  the  Nail 
City  Fire  Insurance  Company,  of  Wheeling;  1700  in  the  Sunberry 
Fire  Insurance  Company,  of  Sunberry,  Pennsylvania,  and  $500  in 
the  Franklin  Insurance  Company,  of  Wheeling."  To  the  filing  of 
which  plea  the  plaintiff  objected,  and  the  court  overruled  his 
objection  and  permitted  this  plea  to  be  filed;  the  plaintiff  then 
offered  three  several  special  replications  to  the  defendant's  special 
plea.  The  first  of  these  special  replications  alleged,  substantially, 
that  after  the  defendant  had  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  in  his 
said  plea  alleged,  and  after  said  fire  and  before  the  institution  of 
this  suit,  defendant  and  said  three  other  insurance  companies, 
jointly  settled  and  adjusted  said  loss  of  plaintiff  at  $1,428.41,  and 
then  and  there  apportioned  said  loss  among  said  companies  as 
follows:  to  the  defendant,  $457.09  3-100;  to  the  Nail  City  Fire 
Insurance  Company,  of  Wheeling,  $285.68  5-100;  to  the  Sunberry 
Fire  Insurance  Company,  $399.95  12-100;  and  to  the  Franklin 
Insurance  Company.  $285.68  5-100.  And  the  said  defendant  and 
Baid  other  companies  agreed  among  themselves  and  with  the  plain- 
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tiff,  tliat  tliey  would  pay  to  the  said  plaintiff  their  portions  of  said 
loss  as  aforesaid,  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  receive  and  to  dis- 
charge each  of  them  from  further  liability,  which  agreement  has 
been  carried  out  as  to  all  these  companies,  except  the  defendant, 
and  it  prays  judgment,  whether  the  defendant  ought,  contrary  to 
said  adjustment  and  agreement,  to  be  admitted  to  say  that  said 
policy  of  iiisurance  is  forfeited  and  void.  The  second  special  rep- 
lication set  fortli  tlie  same  facts  and  adds  the  further  allegation, 
that  upon  the  happening  of  the  loss,  the  three  other  companies 
became  and  were  liable  for  the  whole  amount  of  said  loss,  inde- 
pendent and  exclusive  of  the  defendant's  liability  therefor.  The 
third  special  replication  set  out  the  facts  stated  in  the  first,  varying 
the  statement  only,  by  saying,  that  the  plaintiff  disputed  the  cor- 
rectness of  said  adjustment  and  claimed  that  the  true  amount  of 
said  loss  was  largely  in  excess  of  $1,428.41,  and  the  said  defendant 
and  said  three  other  companies,  in  consideration  that  the  defendant 
agreed  to  abandon  and  waive  his  said  claim  to  additional  loss,  and 
to  accept  and  receive  the  amount  so  adjusted  and  apportioned,  in 
full  discharge  of  their,  and  each  of  their,  liabilities  on  account  of 
said  loss,  agreed  then  and  there  among  themselves  and  with  the 
plaintiff,  that  they  would  respectively  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  por- 
tions of  siiid  loss,  so  respectively  apportioned  to  them  aforesaid, 
which  agreement  has  been  carried  out  and  completed  by  all  of  said 
companies,  except  the  defendant.  These  replications  the  court 
permitted  to  he  filed,  and  the  plaintiff  took  his  bill  of  exceptions 
and  then  rejoined  generally  and  issues  were  joined.  On  the  trial 
of  the  issues,  the  jury  assessed  the  plaintiff's  damages  at  $511.02, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  the  demurrer  to  the  evidence 
which  was  filed  hy  the  defendant.  The  court  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  sutficient  in  law  to  maintain  the  issue  joined  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  it  rendered  a  judgment  in  his  favor  for  $511.- 
02,  the  damages  assessed  by  the  jury,  with  interest  on  same  from 
January  2,  1876,  the  day  the  verdict  was  rendered,  and  costs.  A 
writ  of  error  was  allowed  to  this  judgment. 

[Omitting  a  question  of  pleading.] 

It  remains,  then,  to  inquire  whether  the  acts  referred  to  amount 
to  a  waiver  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  of  his  right  to  rely  on  the 
provisions  of  the  policy  set  up  in  his  plea.  The  case  of  Eagan  v. 
^i7ia  Fire  and  Marine  Insurance  Company  of  Wheeliiigy  10  W.  Va. 
683,  shows  thai  a  mere  adjustment,  if  made  with  a  knowledge  of 
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all  the  facts,  amounts  to  a  waiver  of  all  defenses  based  on  pro- 
visions in  the  policy.  And  such  an  adjustment  is  alleged  in  each 
of  these  special  replications,  and  in  addition  thereto  facts  are 
alleged  in  each  of  them  which  make  it  still  clearer  that  the  defend- 
ant is  estopped,  if  these  facts  are  true,  from  setting  up  any  such  ' 
defense  as  his  special  plea  proposes.  One  of  these  special  replica- 
tions alleges  that  by  this  adjustment  the  plaintiff  released  three 
other  companies  from  the  payment  of  the  whole  of  his  loss,  which 
they  would  have  been  bound  to  do  if  the  defendant  had  insisted  on 
his  right  to  avoid  the  policy  he  had  issued.  Another  of  these 
pleas  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  as  a  consideration  for  this 
adjustment  surrendered  a  considerable  portion  of  his  claim  for  loss 
and  damages  not  only  against  the  defendant  but  also  against  three 
other  companies.  Acts  of  the  defendant  much  more  equivocal 
have  been  held  a  waiver  of  this  provision  in  a  policy.  See  Webster 
V.  The  Phoenix  Insurance  Company,  36  Wis.  56;  17  Am.  Rep.  479; 
Haywardy  assignee,  v.  National  hisurance  Company y  62  Mo.  181; 
14  Am.  Rep.  400. 

[Omitting  the  consideration  of  the  evidence.] 

This  evidence,  it  seems  to  me,  on  a  demurrer  to  evidence  by  the 
defendant,  establishes  an  adjustment,  but  it  is  unnecessary  in  this 
case  to  establish  an  adjustment.  The  policy  itself  is  sued  upon, 
and  it  was  only  necessary  to  prove  a  waiver  of  the  provision  of  the 
policy,  declaring  a  forfeiture  on  account  of  further  insurance,  with- 
out written  consent  of  defendant,  and  of  the  provision  requiring 
the  notary's  certificate  to  be  returned  with  the  proof  of  loss.  The 
proof  of  loss  was  submitted  to  the  secretary  of  the  defendant,  and 
indeed  made  out  under  his  direction,  a  part  of  it  being  in  his  hand- 
writing when  returned.  He  did  not  object  because  the  notary's 
certificate  was  not  with  it,  but  actually  adjusted  the  loss  to  his 
own  satisfaction.  The  paper  made  out  under  his  direction,  headed 
''Adjustment  of  Losses,"  stating  on  its  face  that  the  defendant 
pays  to  the  plaintiff  $457.09  3-25;  and  he  expresses  regret  that  he 
could  do  no  better  for  plaintiff.  The  law  as  stated  above  would 
unquestionably  make  this  a  waiver  of  the  only  matters  which  stood 
in  the  way  of  the  plaintiffs  recovery. 

[Omitting  the  consideration  of  evidence.] 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note  by  the  Ricportbr.    See  StdUe  v.  Mtna  Fire  and  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  anU,  p.  8i^ 
ftod  note,  ante,  p.  697.    To  the  same  effect  as  to  adjustment,    lUtnaU  Fire  Ins.  Co,  % 

Vol.  XXVII-  7«'. 
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Archdeacon  (82  111.  236),  25  Am.  Rep.  313,  and  Little  v.  Phaenix  Itu.  Co,  (128  Mass.  380). 
25  Am.  Rep.  96,  and  note,  107. 

In  Mason  v.  Citizem*  Fire^  Marttie  and  Life  Ins.  Co..  10  W.  Va.  672,  the  secretary  of 
the  company  wrote  the  followlntf  letter  to  the  insured  : 

''Dkar  Sir  :  Mr.  John  Bishop,  on  his  return  to  this  city,  handed  us  your  proof  of 
loss  by  fire  which  occurred  on  the  19th  of  January  last  in  your  place,  showing  the 
same  to  be  $1099.45;  the  policy  No.  8047  of  this  company  under  which  you  had  $1,000 
Insurance,  provides  for  other  Insurance  by  you— $4,000  additional  taken  elsewhere— 
leaving  this  company  liable  for  one-llfth  your  loss,  which  amounts  to  $219.69.  You 
will  let  us  know  if  you  desire  the  cash  payment,  and  what  discount  you  will  allow  this 
company  to  pay  at  this  time,  etc,,  etc."  Held,  a  waiver  of  a  condition  that  the  com- 
pany should  not  be  liable  until  the  premium  was  paid,  and  of  the  condition  requiring 
proofs  of  loss  in  a  specified  manner,  and  the  certificate  of  a  notary  to  certain  facts  In 
connection  with  the  loss.    The  court  say: 

'*  It  Is  well  settled  that  If  premium  Is  not  required  to  be  paid  In  cash,  but  is  payable 
at  a  future  time,  and  there  is  a  provision  In  the  policy  rendering  it  void,  or  terminat- 
ing it  if  the  premium  is  not  paid  promptly  at  maturity  of  premium  note,  or  If  the 
premium  l>e  recited  on  the  face  of  the  policy  to  have  been  paid  in  cash,  but  instead 
thereof,  a  note  be  taken  which  on  its  face  declares  the  policy  will  become  void  if  the 
note  is  not  paid  promptly  at  maturity,  or  if  the  policy  on  Its  face  declare  in  such  cases, 
that  if  any  (»bllgation  for  premium  be  not  paid  promptly,  the  policy  In  any  such  oaM 
shall  terminate  or  be  void,  such  provision  of  the  policy  will  be  enforced  unless  waived 
and  the  mere  delivery  of  the  policy  is  not  a  waiver  by  the  company  of  such  provision. 
Muhieman  v.  National  Insurance  Company^  6  W.  Va.  508;  Bradley  v.  Potomac  Fire  In- 
Murance  Cnmixiny,  32  Md.  108 ;  8  Am.  Rep.  1£1 ;  Pttf,  adm*x,  v.  Berkshire  Life  Insurance 
Company,  100  Mass.  500 ;  Baker  v.  Union  Life  Insurance  Company^  48  N.  Y.  288;  Botr- 
ditch  Mutual  Fire  Insurance  Company  v.  WiTudow  ctal.,  S  Gray,  i38.*' 

''The  weight  of  authority,  as  well  as  sound  reason,  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
delivery  of  the  policy  to  the  assured  is  necessarily  a  waiver  of  such  a  provision  In  the 
policy.  Thus,  in  U'ood  v.  Pou4jhkeepsie  MuttMl  Insurance  Company^  82  N.  Y.  619,  it  was 
decided  that  the  condition  of  a  policy  of  Insurance  that  the  Instrument  should  not 
be  binding  until  actual  payment  of  the  premium  Is  waived  by  the  company  delivering 
the  policy  without  exacting  prepayment-  But  not  If  It  is  merely  left  for  examination 
with  the  a2<<>ured,  if  tlie  party  is  required,  if  he  concludes  to  accept  the  policy,  to  pre- 
pay the  preniiuin.  The  assured,  if  tlie  policy  Is  delivered  to  him,  has  a  right  to  bojd 
the  company  to  its  contract  of  Insurnnce,  despite  this  provision  In  the  policy,  but  the 
company  woulA  have  a  right  to  sue  for  the  premium  despite  the  acknowledgment  of 
the  receipt.  In  Bmhrn  v.  WUliam^urgh  Insurance  Company^  35  N.  Y.  131,  the  court 
decided  that  the  delivery  of  a  policy  without  requiring  such  pre-payment  In  the  pol- 
icy. This  position,  too,  is  strongly  countenanced  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  In  MilUr  v.  Life  Tiih.  Co..  12  Wall.  288.  The  deliver)'  of  the  policy  to  the  assured 
is  an  act  utterly  Inconsistent  with  a  provision  in  It  that  it  shall  have  no  effect,  the 
premium  not  having  been  paid,  and  being  so,  upon  principle  It  must  be  held  to  be  a 
waiver  of  such  provision.  Of  course,  if  the  policy  was  handed  to  the  assured  merely 
to  Inspect,  this  does  not  amount  in  law  to  a  delivery,  but  if  once  delivered  as  a  con- 
tract, a  provision  In  It  that  it  shall  be  void  till  the  cash  payment  is  made,  is  by  the 
mere  delivery  waived.  E^'en  If  the  premium  had  not  been  cashed,  but  by  the  terms  of 
the  policy  to  be  paid  at  a  future  time  with  a  condition  that  the  policy  should  be  void 
if  sucli  future  payments  were  not  promptly  made,  such  provision  could  be  ^^dved  by 
the  company,  and  an  adjustment  of  the  liability  would  be  a  sufficient  waiver-  See 
case  of  Fjooan  v.  yEtna  Fire  and  Marine  Ifisurance  Company  of  Whedino,  10  W.  Va.  583, 
and  so  would  the  receipt  of  the  premium  subsequently.  BouJton  v.  American  Mutual 
Life  Insurance  Cnmixuiy^  25  Conn.  542;  Wing  v.  Harvey^  27  Eng.  Law  &  Eq.  140 ;  Buckbee 
V.  IT.  S-  //i».  Trust  Company^  18  Barb.  541." 

In  Eaganv.  ^tna  Fire  and  Marine  Ins.  <^o.,  10  W.  Va.  688,  the  same  force  was  given 
to  an  adjustment  as  a  waiver  of  non-payment  of  premiums,  and  it  was  further  held  to 
operate  as  a  waiver  of  a  condition  avoiding  the  policy  If  the  building  stands  on  leased 
ground  and  that  fact  is  not  represented  and  expressed  in  the  policy,  the  company 
being  cognizant  of  the  fact  when  the  adjustment  is  made.    The  court  aay : 
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**The  next  inquiry  is  whether  the  policy  beinfr  void  by  reason  of  the  building  insured 
beioff  upou  leased  ground,  does  this  render  void  the  alleged  adjustment  of  the  dam- 
ages to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  derendaiit,  the  agents  of  the  defendant  having 
full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  when  they  made  the  adjustment  ?  In  other  words, 
does  their  ignorance  of  the  law  as  to  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of  the  parties  ren- 
der the  adjustment  made  by  them  void  ?  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  does  not.  If  a  party, 
through  ignorance  of  fact,  has  either  paid  money  or  promised  to  pay  money  for  which 
he  was  not  liable  under  the  supposition  that  he  was  liable,  he  may  recover  it  back  In 
the  one  case,  or  refuse  to  fulfill  the  promise  in  the  other.  OoodaU  v.  Dolley,  1 T.  R.  712: 
Williama  v.  Barthdlomeiv,  1  B.  &  P.  327;  Donaldson  v.  Means^  4  Dall.  109;  Crain  v.  Cald- 
weQ,  8  Johns.  384 ;  Gariand  ▼.  Salem  Bank,  9  Mass.  406.  But  ignorance  of  law,  the  facts 
being  known,  furnish  no  ground  for  the  recovery  of  money  which  has  been  volun- 
tarily paid,  or  for  avoiding  a  promise  to  pay.  Stcvois  v.  Lynch,  12  East,  88;  Lundie  v. 
Robertmn^  7  id.  231;  Bilhie  v.  Lumley  etal.,  3  id.  469;  Lowry  ▼•  Bourdieu*  Doug.  468; 
Duryee  v.  Dennimm,  5  Johns.  248.  These  principles  were  approved  and  applied  to  a 
case  of  an  adjustment  made  by  an  insurance  company,  in  Dow  v.  Smith,  1  Cai.  33.  We 
see  no  reason  why  they  should  not  be  as  applicable  to  an  adjustment  made  by  an 
insurance  company  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts  as  to  a  promise  by  an  individual 
to  pay  any  debt  for  which  he  supposes  himself  responsible  in  law,  he  koowiog  when  be 
mnJLes  the  promise  of  all  the  facts.'* 


State  v.  Charltok. 

(11  W.  Va.  338) 
Indictment  —  uncertainty  —  di^unetive  conjunction 

An  indictment  charging  in  the  words  of  the  statute,  the  pale  of  intoxicating 
liquor,  without  a  license,  •*  to  be  drunk  in.  upon  of  about  the  building  or 
premises  where  sold/'  is  bad  for  uncertainty. 

INDICTMENTS  for  selling  at  retail  intoxicating  liquors  "  to  be 
drunk  in,  upon,  or  about  the  building  or  premises  where  sold, 
without  obtaining  State  license  therefor  according  to  law."  De- 
murrers.    Conviction. 

Attorney- General y  for  the  State. 

Robert  Mc  Connelly  for  Charlton. 

Hanson  Criswell,  for  AUum. 

Green,  President.  The  question  for  consideration  in  these  cases 
is:  Should  the  court  on  demurrers  to  the  indictments  severally 
have  sustained  the  indictments  as  sufficient  ?  The  indictment  in 
charging  the  offense  uses  the  language  of  the  statute,  see  chap.  99, 
§  1,  of  Acts  of  1872-3,  p.  253.  In  indictments  it  is  generally  proper 
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and  sufficient  to  describe  the  offense  in  the  very  terms  used  by 
the  statute  for  the  i)urpose.  Voung's  aise,  loGratt.  666;  Burner^^ 
case,  13  id.  778.  To  this  general  rule  there  are  exceptions.  Thus 
in  some  cases  it  is  necessary  for  the  allegation  in  the  indictment  to 
go  beyond  the  words  used  in  the  statute;  numerous  examples  are 
given  of  this  in  Bishop's  Crim.  Proc,  vol.  1,  §§  369  to  374,  of 
which  it  is  unnecessary  to  speak.  An  instance,  however,  where  the 
words  of  the  statute  ought  not  to  be  used,  though  not  properly  an 
exception  to  this  general  rule,  exists  which  I  will  specify,  as  itbeara 
directly  on  the  validity  of  the  indictments  in  tlie  cases  before  us. 
Where  a  statute,  on  which  an  indictment  is  founded,  enumer- 
ates the  offenses  or  intent  necessary  to  constitute  the  offenses 
disjunctively,  the  indictment  is  fatally  defective,  which  uses 
the  words  of  the  statute  charging  them  disjunctively.  See 
Wharton's  Crim.  Law,  vol.  1,  §  295;  1  Bishop's  Crim.  Proc,  § 
334.  Thus  in  AngelVs  case,  2  Va.  Cas.  231,  it  was  held  that 
where  the  statute  said,  "whoever  shall  unlawfully  shoot  or  stab 
another,  with  intention  to  maim,  disfigure,  disable  or  kill,  shall  be,'* 
etc.,  the  indictment  was  properly  drawn  which  charged  the  act 
done  *' with  the  intention  to  maim,  disfigure,  (Usable  and  kill,'* 
and  that  the  party  on  such  an  indictment  should  be  found  guilty, 
if  his  intention  was  only  to  maim,  disfigure  and  disable  and  not  to 
kill.  If  this  indictment  had  followed  the  words  of  the  statute,  it 
would  have  been  bad,  for  it  would  have  violated  the  well-established 
rule  that  an  indictment  must  state  the  offense  disjunctively,  when 
it  is  thereby  left  uncertain  what  was  really  intended  to  be  relied 
on  as  the  accusation.  The  question  for  consideration  in  the  cases 
before  us  is,  do  the  indictments  in  these  cases  violate  this  well-estab- 
lished rule  ?  It  is  uncertain  from  these  indictments  whether  the 
State  meant  to  rely  upon  the  selling  by  the  accused  of  intoxicating 
liquors  at  his  house  to  be  drunk  in  tiie  building,  or  whether  it  meant 
to  rely  upon  the  selling  of  intoxicating  liquors  by  the  accused  at 
his  house  to  be  drunk  upon  the  preimses.  That  is  not  in  the  build- 
ing, but  upon  the  lot  adjacent  to  his  house  ?  It  is  insisted  by  the 
attorney-general  that  the  indictment  shows  that  the  State  meant  only 
to  rely  on  the  accused  selling  intoxicating  liquor  in  his  house,  that 
the  words  building  and  premises,  as  used  in  the  indictments,  meant 
the  identical  same  thing,  and  that  the  expression  building  or  prem- 
ises, as  used,  meant  the  same  as  building,  to  wit:  premises;  the 
word  premises  meaning  the  same  as  the  preceding  word  building 
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If  this  be  the  true  interpretation  of  the  words  used  in  these  indict- 
ments, then  they  are  clearly  valid,  there  being  no  legal  uncertainty 
as  to  what  accusation  the  State  relied  upon.  See  Commonwealth  v. 
Grey,  2  Gray,  501;  Bronn  v.  Commofiwealth,  8  Mass.  59.  If,  how- 
ever, the  statute,  chap.  99,  §  1,  of  Acts  of  1872-3,  p.  253, 
intended  to  punish  not  only  the  selling  of  liquor  in  the  building 
where  sold,  but  also  upon  the  premises  adjacent  to  said  building, 
then  this  indictment  which  uses  the  identical  words  of  the  statute, 
must  be  interpreted  in  the  same  manner.  The  meaning  of  this  act 
seems  to  me  clear,  the  language  is  "  in,  upon  or  about  the  building 
or  premises  where  sold."  The  natural  meaning  of  this  is  '^  in  the 
building  where  sold,  or  upon  or  about  the  premises  adjunct  to  the 
building  where  sold."  If  the  word  premises  meant  in  this  statute 
or  indictment,  the  same  ad  building,  then  we  construe  the  act  and 
indictment  as  though  it  read  **  to  be  drank  upon  the  building  where 
sold,"  a  construction  which  seems  absurd.  That  the  legislature  by 
this  act  intended  to  punish  the  selling  without  license,  of  intoxicat- 
ing liquor  to  be  drank  not  only  in  the  building,  but  **upon  the 
premises  adjunct  thereto,"  appears  from  the  further  prohibition 
immediately  following:  **  his  selling  such  intoxicating  liquor  in  any 
adjoining  room,  building  or  premises,  or  other  places  of  public  re- 
sort connected  with  the  said  building." 

The  attorney-general  relies,  to  sustain  these  indictments,  on  the 
cases  of  Cunningham  v.  State,  5  W.  Va.  508,  and  Morgan^s  case,  7 
Gratt.  592,  where  it  was  held  not  to  be  error  to  charge  the  offense 
of  selling  spirituous  liquors,  wines,  etc.,  without  license,  by  using 
the  word  **or  "  in  lieu  of  **and  "  in  describing  the  various  kinds 
of  liquors  and  drinks,  charged  in  tlie  indictment  to  have  been  sold 
without  a  license.  In  reference  to  these  cases  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  Judge  Berkshire,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
the  first  of  them,  says  in  reference  to  this  objection  to  the  indict- 
ment, "  if  this  were  an  open  question,  I  am  disposed  to  think  there 
would  be  much  force  in  it  But  in  Morgan's  case,  7  Gratt  592, 
it  was  held  that  it  was  no  error  to  use  the  word  *or'  (as  in  this 
case)  instead  of  the  word  '  and '  in  describing  the  various  kinds 
of  liquors  and  drinks,  charged  to  have  been  sold  in  the  indictment 
That  case  therefore  must  be  conclusive  of  the  present  case. "  The 
ccurt  in  Morgan's  case  cited  no  authorities  and  expressed  no 
opinion,  simply  affirming  the  judgment  below.  And  Bishop  in  his 
Criminal  Procedure,  vol.  1,  §  337,  says  that  this  case  is  contrary  to 
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the  general  doctrine.  The  contrary  lias  been  held  elsewhere. 
Sec  §§  3,  36,  and  authorities  there  cited.  It  may  be  perhaps 
that  the  indictment  in  Morgan's  ca,se,  7  Gratt  59^5,  was  held 
good,  because  it  might  have  been  considered  that,  as  the  State 
could  not  reasonably  be  re(iuired  to  allege  or  prove  the  particular 
kind  of  spirituous  liquors  sold,  it  ought  not  to  make  an  indictment 
bad  for  uncertainty,  to  allege  that  it  was  of  one  kind  or  another. 
If  this  was  the  ground  of  this  decision,  it  would  be  inapplicable 
to  the  cases  now  under  consideration,  as  the  State  could  with- 
out any  difficulty  show,  and  ought  therefore  to  allege,  whether 
the  liquor  was  sold  to  be  drank  in  the  building,  or  on  the 
premises  adjunct  to  the  building.  But  be  the  reason  what 
it  may,  for  the  decision  in  Morgan^ s  case,  it  ought  not  to 
be  regarded  as  overthrowing  the  geneml  rule,  that  an  indictment 
ought  not  to  state  the  case  disjunctively,  when  it  is  thereby  left 
uncertain,  what  is  really  intended  to  be  relied  on  as  the  accusation. 
And  while  Morgan^s  case  must  govern  us  whenever  a  case  like  it 
arises,  yet  we  cannot  safely  extend  it  to  cases  which  differ  from  it 
and  fall  within  this  general  rule. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  each  of  these  cases  must 
therefore  be  reversed  and  annulled;  and  this  court  proceeding  to 
render  such  judgment,  as  the  Circuit  Court  should  have  done, 
doth  reverse  and  annul  the  judgment  of  the  county  court,  and  doth 
sustain  the  demurrers  to  the  indictments  in  each  of  these  cases, 
and  doth  order  that  the  defendants,  Absalom  Charlton  and  William 
Allum,  severally  go  quit  of  the  offenses,  charged  against  them  in 
said  indictments  severally. 

Judgments  reversed. 


State  v.  Stkaudbr. 

ai  W.  Ta.  745.) 

Removal  ofeauee  to  Federal  courts  —  colored  prisoner-^  jury  from  whieh  colored 
persons  a/re  excluded, 

A.  colored  man  cannot  remove  an  indictment  against  bim  into  the  Federal 
court  for  trial,  upon  the  allegations  that  such  prejudices  exist  against  his 
race  in  the  State  that  justice  will  not  be  done  him,  and  that  none  bat  white 
men  can  there  ait  on  the  jury. 
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INDICTMENT  and  conviction  of  murder.  The  prisoner  peti- 
tioned for  the  removal  of  the  indictment  for  trial  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court,  alleging  that  he  was  a  pei-son  of  color  and  an 
emancipated  slave;  that  his  defense  would  depend  greatly  on  the 
fact  of  his  marriage  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  offense;  that  there 
was  a  general  impression  in  that  county  and  State  that  colored  men 
were  not  entitled  to  the  same  protection  in  their  marital  relations 
as  white  men;  that  no  colored  man  was  eligible  under  the  State  law 
to  serve  on  a  juiy;  that  he  believed  that'  he  could  not  have  the 
same  benefit  of  law  that  white  citizens  enjoy,  and  feared  a  denial  of 
his  rights,  etc.     The  petition  was  refused. 

Davenport  S  Dove7ier,  for  the  prisoner. 

A ttorfiey"  General,  for  the  State. 

Green,  President  [Omitting  all  other  points.]  The  third 
error  assigned  is,  that  "  the  court  should  liave  granted  the  prayer 
of  the  prisoner  to  have  his  cause  removed  to  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States." 

The  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  section  G40,  under 
title  13,  chapter  7  (see  Rev.  Stats,  of  U.  S.  p.  114),  provide  among 
other  tilings  "when  any  criminal  prosecution  is  commenced  in  any 
State  court  against  any  person  who  is  denied,  or  cannot  enforce,  in 
the  judicial  tribunal  of  tlie  State,  or  in  that  part  of  the  State 
where  such  prosecution  is  pending,  any  right  secured  to  him  by 
any  law  providing  for  the  equal  civil  rights  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  or  of  all  persons  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States,  such  prosecution  may,  upon  the  petition  of  such  defendant 
filed  in  said  State  court  at  any  time  before  the  trial,  stating  the 
facts,  and  verified  upon  oath,  be  removed  for  trial  in  the  next 
Circuit  Court  to  be  held  in  the  district  where  it  is  pending."  And 
section  1977  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  under 
24th  title  "Civil  Rights,"  p.  348,  provides:  ''AH  persons  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  shall  have  the  same  right  in 
every  State  and  Territory  to  make  and  enforce  contracts,  to  sue,  be 
parties,  give  evidence,  and  to  the  full  and  equal  benefit  of  all  laws 
and  proceedings  for  the  security  of  person  and  property,  as  is 
enjoyed  by  white  citizens,  and  shall  be  subject  to  like  punishment, 
pains,  penalties,  taxes^  licenses  and  executions  of  every  kind  and 
to  no  other. 
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The  authority  of  the  Congress  of  the  Uuited  States  to  pass  these 
acts  IS  claimed  under  the  thirteenth  and  a  portion  of  the  fourteenth 
amendments  of  the  Constitution  of  tlie  United  States,  which  are  in 
these  words:  ^^Neither  slavery  nor  involuntary  servitude,  except  as  a 
punishment  for  crime,  whereof  the  party  has  been  duly  convicted, 
shall  exist  within  the  United  States  at  any  place  subject  to  their  juris- 
diction." And  "all  persons,  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States, 
and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  State  wherein  they  reside.  No  State  shall  make  or 
enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities 
of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  State  deprive  any 
person  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor 
deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of 
the  laws."  And  under  a  general  provision  applying  to  both  the 
fifteenth  and  fourteenth  amendments  "  Congress  shall  have  power 
to  enforce  the  provisions  of  this  article  by  appropriate  legislation." 

Before  considering  the  question  whether  the  court  erred  in  refus- 
ing to  remove  this  case  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
on  the  application  of  the  prisoner,  I  will  consider  the  true  meaning 
of  these  amendments  of  the  Constitution,  and  the  acts  of  Congress 
passed,  as  is  claimed,  by  the  authority.  And  first  I  will  consider  the 
([uestionwhat  is  the  meaningand  scope  of  these  amendments  of  the 
Constitution.  If  they  do  not  authorize  Congress  to  legislate,  so  as  to 
give  jurisdiction  to  the  Federal  courts  in  such  a  case  as  is  presented, 
it  will  be  useless  to  go  further  and  consider  whether  the  acts  of  Con- 
gress cited  intended  to  permit  tlie  Federal  courts  to  take  jurisdiction; 
for  if  these  amendments  to  the  Constitution  do  not  confer  on  Con- 
gress the  power  so  to  legislate,  such  legislation  is  unauthorized  and 
void,  being  unconstitutional.  What  then  is  the  true  interpretation 
of  the  first  section  of  the  fourteenth  amendment  of  the  Constitu- 
tion above  quoted,  it  being  the  only  one  which  really  has  any  bear* 
ing  on  the  question  under  discussion  ?  This  first  section  is 
divided  into  four  clauses;  the  first  is:  "All  persons  born  or 
naturalized  in  the  United  States  and  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  State 
wherein  they  reside."  The  evident  object  of  this  clause  was  to  settle 
forever  a  question,  which  for  many  years  had  been  the  subject  of 
hitter  controversy:  whether  every  person  born  in  the  United  States 
and  subject  to  their  jurisdiction  was  a  citizen.  In  the  case  of 
Drcd  Scott  v.  Sandfordy  19  How.  393,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
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United  States  decided  that  a  negro,  though  he  might  be  a  freeman, 
was  not  and  could  not  be  a  citizen.  This  decision,  though  disap- 
proved by  many  lawyers,  had  never  been  overruled.  By  this  decis- 
ion the  whole  negro  race  were  not  only  not  citizens,  but  were 
incapable  of  becoming  so,  except  by  an  amendment  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States.  To  remove  this  difficulty  was  the 
object  of  the  first  clause  above  quoted;  and  it  was  obviously  the 
principal,  if  not  the  whole  object  of  the  entire  first  section  of  the 
fourteenth  amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States; 
the  other  clauses,  as  we  shall  presently  see,  were  principally  intended 
to  insure  the  carrying  out  of  this  clause  to  its  full  extent;  and  if 
they  add  any  thing  to  its  force  or  scope,  such  addition  is  very  small 
and  practically  amounts  to  nothing.  It  is  true  that  Swaynb,  J., 
in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Rhodes y  decided  in  February, 
1868,  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of 
Kentucky,  and  reported  in  the  American  Law  Times  Reports,  vol. 
1,  p.  23,  had  decided  that  all  persons  born  in  the  United  States,  and 
subject  to  their  jurisdiction,  were  citizens;  and  Congress  had,  by 
the  act  of  April  6,  1866,  so  expressly  declared.  But  as  this  act  of 
Congress  and  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Kentucky  were  in 
direct  opposition  to  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  the  Dred  Scott  case,  it  was  ^visely  considered  that 
neither  this  act  of  Congress,  nor  this  decision  of  Judge  Swayne, 
would  ever  be  acquiesced  in  as  setting  aside  a  solemn  and  well-con- 
sidered decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  And 
hence  the  passage  of  the  fourteenth  amendment  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States.  The  next  clause  of  this  amendment  is,  '*  No 
State  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privi- 
leges or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States."  This  was 
really  no  new  provision  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States; 
a  provision  was  already  in  the  Constitution,  which,  in  effect,  and 
almost  in  words,  corresponded  with  this  clause.  The  first  clause 
in  the  second  section  of  article  four  of  the  Constitution  provides: 
**The  citizens  of  each  State  shall  be  entitled  to  all  the  privileges 
and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  several  States."  It  is  obvious 
on  inspection,  that  the  only  change  made  by  this  second  clause  is 
to  insert  instead  of  **  citizens  of  the  several  States,"  in  the  fourth 
article,  the  words,  "citizens  of  the  United  States."  The  object  in 
making  this  change  of  phraseology  is  obvious.  It  was  not  thereby 
intended  to  confer  on  anybody,  any  new  rights,  privileges  or 
Vol.  XXVII  -  77 
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imrrmnities.  It  had  been  said  by  eminent  judges,  that  no  man  was 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  unless  he  were  a  citizen  of  one  of 
the  States  of  the  Union.  Those,  therefore,  who  had  been  born 
and  resided  always  in  the  District  of  Columbia  or  in  the  Territories, 
though  within  the  United  States,  were  not  citizens.  Whether  this 
proposition  was  sound  or  not  had  never  been  judicially  decided  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  A  great  controversy  had 
been  carried  on  by  statesmen  as  to  the  character  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  and  whether  any  allegiance  was  due 
from  the  i)eople  directly  to  the  United  States,  or  whether  their 
allegiance  was  due  only  to  the  States  severally.  In  view  of  these 
difficulties,  it  seems  highly  probable  that  this  change  of  words,  the 
substituting  of  ''citizens  of  the  United  States  "  for  ** citizens  of 
the  several  States,"  was  made  to  have  its  effect  on  these  mooted 
questions.  It  is  unnecessary  to  determine  what  effect,  of  this 
character,  they  may  have.  Its  effect,  if  any  of  this  sort,  is  a  politi- 
cal effect;  and  a  case  can  hardly  arise  in  which  it  can  become  proper 
for  the  courts  to  express  an  opinion  upon  its  effect  in  this  respect. 
We  can,  however,  Avith  great  confidence  say,  that  this  change  of 
phraseology  can  have  no  effect  whatever  on  the  rights,  immunities  or 
privileges  of  any  person  whatever.  The  first  clause  of  the  2d  sec- 
tion of  article  4  of  the  Constitution  expressly  confers  on  the 
citizen  of  each  State  all  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens 
of  the  several  States.  And  this  is  all  the  effect  of  this  provision 
of  the  Ist  section  of  the  14th  amendment,  so  far  as  it  operates  on 
the  immunities  and  privileges  belonging  to  any  person.  By  deny- 
ing to  the  States  the  right  to  abridge  the  immunities  of  the  "  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States,"  was  evidently  meant  the  denying  to  a 
State  the  right  to  abridge  the  immunities  of  persons  having  perma- 
nent residences  in  other  States,  or  in  the  Territories,  as  distinguished 
from  citizens  of  the  State.  The  rights  of  the  States  over  its  own 
citizens  was  not  intended  to  be  changed  by  this  amendment  of  the 
Constitution;  and  a  State  may  now  deny  to  any  of  its  own  citizens 
any  rights  and  immunities  whatever,  excepting  only  such  as  are 
protected  from  violation  by  express  provision  in  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States.  These  rights  and  immnnities  thus  pro- 
tected are  but  few,  and  are  specifically  enumerated;  as  for  instance, 
the  right  to  have  one's  contract  enforced,  which  is  protected  by  the 
provision  that  no  State  shall  impair  the  obligation  of  contracts. 
It  is  tnie  that  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  in  the  passage  of 
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the  Civil  Rights  Act,  before  quoted,  evidently  assumed  that  this 
14th  amendment  had  conferred  on  the  United  States  powers  far 
beyond  those,  which  this  interpretation  would  confer;  and  that  the 
States  were  by  this  14th  amendment  restricted  to  a  great  extent  in 
their  power  of  denying  to  their  own  citizens  rights  and  immuni- 
ties which  had  theretofore  been  considered  under  the  control  and 
protection  of  the  State  governments.  It  is  also  true  that  certain 
of  the  judges  of  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  under 
unfavorable  surroundings,  and  at  times  when  their  judgment  was 
warped  by  the  general  condition  of  the  country,  have  given  to  this 
constitutional  amendment,  and  especially  this  clause,  a  far  wider 
scope  than  I  have  indicated.  But  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  has  disapproved  of  such  broad  construction  of  this  amend- 
ment, and  has,  with  constantly  increasing  clearness,  declared  these 
constructions,  whether  made  by  circuit  judges,  State  courts,  or 
Congress,  were  unjustifiable.  Their  most  recent  decisions  approxi- 
mate closely  to  the  views  I  have  above  expressed.  A  few  examples 
of  these  perverted  views  of  this  amendment,  repudiated  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  will  be  cited.  Thus  in  the 
case  of  TJie  State  v.  Dtmlap,  65  N.  C.  491;  6  Am.  Rep.  746,  it  was 
held  that ''  an  affidavit  by  a  colored  man  in  a  criminal  case  pend- 
ing in  a  State  court,  setting  forth,  in  substance,  that  by  reason  of 
his  color  and  previous  condition  of  servitude  he  could  not  obtain 
justice  in  the  courts  of  his  State,  entitled  him  to  have  his  case 
removed  into  the  United  States  Circuit  Court."  In  examining 
this  case,  it  will  be  observed  that  the  colored  man  was  indicted  for 
murdering  a  white  man,  as  his  petition  set  forth;  he  also  stated  in 
it  that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  homicide  a  systematic  effort  was 
made  by  divers  persons,  members  of  the  democratic  party,  to  pro- 
duce the  impression  that  the  murdered  man  was  killed  by  the 
prisoner,  and  that  in  killing  him  he  was  actuated  by  political 
motives;  that  the  officials  by  whom  the  jury  would  be  formed  were 
all  democrats;  that  a  colored  man  was  seldom  on  the  jury,  which 
would  be  composed  almost  entirely  of  democrats;  and  under  these 
circumstances  he  could  not  obtain  justice  in  the  State  courts.  It 
is  obvious  that  the  circumstances  surrounding  this  case  were  exceed- 
ingly unfavorable  for  obtaining  a  fair  and  impartial  construction  of 
ihe  Constitution  or  law;  and  it  is  therefore  not  surprising  that  Chief 
Justice  Pearson  decided  as  he  did.  But  we  had  a  right  to  expect 
him,  in  rendering  such  a  decision,  to  make  some  sort  of  reference 
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to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  not  content  him- 
self, as  he  did,  with  construing  tlie  3d  section  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  April  9,  1866,  which  confers  exclusive  jurisdiction  upon 
the  courts  of  the  United  States  in  all  cases,  civil  and  criminal, 
affecting  persons  who  are  denied  or  cannot  enforce  in  the  State 
courts,  any  of  the  rights  secured  by  the  first  section  of  that  act, 
among  wliich  is  the  full  and  equal  benefit  of  all  laws  and  proceed- 
ings for  the  security  of  persons  and  property.  Had  he  examined 
it  he  would  have  found  that  the  Constitution  not  only  did  not 
authorize  the  Congress  to  permit  the  interference  of  the  Federal 
courts,  because  the  laws  of  a  State  would  not  be  fairly  enforced 
against  citizens  of  the  State,  because  of  prejudice,  but  equally  for- 
bade such  interference  when  the  State  laws  on  their  face  made  dis- 
criminations against  certain  of  its  own  citizens ;  and  permitted 
such  interference  only  when  the  State  laws  on  their  face  improp- 
erly discriminated  against  residents  of  other  States,  even  though 
they  might  be  sojourning  in  the  State.  Such  a  decision  as  was 
rendered  by  Judge  Pearson^  may  be  apologized  for  by  referring  to 
the  times  in  which  it  was  rendered,  but  can  never  be  justified, 
mucli  less  followed.  So,  too,  in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Rhodes 
et  ahy  decided  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  for  the 
district  of  Kentucky,  in  February,  1868,  reported  in  the  American 
Law  Times  Reports,  vol.  1,  p.  23,  Judge  Swayne  decided  that  the 
civil  rights  law  of  April  6,  1806,  was  agreeable  to  the  13th  amend- 
ment of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  abolishing  slavery, 
and  empowering  Congress  to  enforce  the  same  by  appropriate  leg- 
islation ;  and  that  Congress  had  rightfully  thereunder  given  to 
colored  persons  the  same  right  to  testify  as  is  enjoyed  by  white 
citizens,  and  had  also  given  to  the  courts  of  the  United  States  ju- 
risdiction of  all  causes,  civil  and  criminal,  which  concern  the  col- 
oi-ed  man,  whenever  the  right  to  testify  equally  with  white  men  is 
denied  him.  The  judge  in  this  decision  did  not,  like  Judge  Pear- 
son, omit  to  take  notice  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
To  reach  his  conclusions,  as  the  14th  amendment  of  the  Constitu- 
tion had  not  passed,  he  had  first  to  overrule  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  Dred  Scott  case.  He 
then  had  to  decide  that  the  words  "civil  and  criminal  causes"  in 
the  Civil  Rights  Act  did  not  mean  "civil  and  criminal  cases,"  but 
causes  or  matters,  out  of  which  cases  arose.  This  construction 
was  necessary,  or  otherwise  he  would  have  had  likewise  to  have 
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overruled  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  llie  United  States 
V.  Ortega^  11  Wheat.  467;  but  this  nice  distinction  is  overruled  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Blyew  v. 
United  States,  13  Wall.  581;  and  the  decision  of  Judge  Swayne, 
in  The  United  States  v.  Rhodes^  which  was  cited  in  that  case,  was 
expressly  overruled,  the  entire  court  concurring  in  this  conclusion, 
excepting  only  Bbadley  and  Swayne,  who  dissented.  This  decis- 
ion of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Kentucky  is  worthy  of  consideration  as 
one  showing  in  a  remarkable  degree  the  extent  to  which  the  judi- 
cial mind  may  be  warped  by  the  times  and  circumstances  under 
which  cases  are  considered.  It  was  rendered  before  the  passage  of 
the  fourteenth  amendment.  And  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  the 
amendment  abolishing  the  institution  of  slavery  could  possibly 
have  been  considered  as  restricting  the  rights  of  the  States  over  any 
freeman.  It  left,  of  course,  the  rights  of  freemen  exactly  where 
they  formerly  were,  and  only  declared  that  all  persons  should  have 
these  rights;  but  the  power  of  the  States  and  of  the  Federal  govern- 
ment over  the  rights  of  freemen  were  not,  and  could  not  be 
affected  by  the  thirteenth  amendment;  yet  it  was  held  in  this  case 
that  this  thirteenth  amendment  authorized  Congress  to  pass  a  law, 
in  effect  nullifying  a  law  of  Kentucky,  whereby  colored  men  could 
not  testify  against  white  persons.  Such  laws  existed  in  many  States, 
and  no  one  had  ever  questioned  the  right  of  the  legislatures  to  pass 
them.  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  had  in  no  way  prohib- 
ited such  legislation  by  the  States  and  all  had  admitted  the  right  of 
the  States  to  legislate  on  this  subject  as  they  chose.  The  thirteenth 
amendment  conferred  no  rights  on  any  freeman,  and  could  not 
therefore  possibly  affect  the  rights  of  the  State  to  legislate  on  this 
subject.  And  the  act  of  Congress,  so  far  as  it  interfered  with  the 
acknowledged  right  of  the  States,  was  unconstitutional  and  void. 
But  Judge  Swayne  held  otherwise.  He  held  that  the  simple  aboli- 
tion of  slavery  by  the  Constitution  conferred  on  Congress  the 
right  to  treat  as  nullities  the  laws  of  the  States  passed  with  refer- 
ence to  freemen.  If  Judge  Swayne  was  nght,  it  was  worse  than 
useless  to  pass  the  1st  section  of  the  14th  amendment  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States;  for  Congress  already  had  all  the 
powers  and  greater  powers  than  are  conferred  on  it  by  this  section. 
Even  since  the  passage  of  the  14th  amendment,  it  had  been  decided 
that  a  State  has  a  right  to  exclude  from  testifying  in  its  courts 
any  class  of  its  inhabitants  or  citizens  that  it  chooses.     Thus  in 
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California,  by  statute,  Chinese  are  not  permitted  to  testify  for  or 
against  white  persons ;  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  California  has 
decided  that  this  law  is  not  in  violation  of  the  14th  amendment  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  See  Feojyle  v.  Brady,  40 
Cal.  198  ;  6  Am.  Rep.  604. 

In  HobV  scase,  decided  September,  1870,  in  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States,  for  the  northern  district  of  Georgia,  reported, 
4  Am.  L.  T.  R.  190,  Judge  Erskin  held  that  a  State  law  prohib- 
iting marriage  was  not  repugnant  to  the  Civil  Rights  Bill,  mar- 
riage not  being  a  contract  within  the  meaning  of  the  Civil  Rights 
Act,  and  he  held  further,  that  such  a  law  was  not  in  conflict  with 
the  14th  amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
though  he  gave  a  much  more  comprehensive  meaning  to  that 
amendment,  than  is  given  by  some  of  the  State  courts,  and  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  Thus,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  in  that  case,  he  says  that  the  first  clause  of  the  2d  section 
of  article  4  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  applies  to  cit- 
izens removing  from  one  State  to  another  ;  while  he  seems  to  think 
that  language,  which  we  have  seen  is  in  substance  the  same,  and 
almost  in  the  same  words,  when  used  in  the  14th  amendment  has 
a  much  broader  meaning  and  includes  pei*manent  residents  of  the 
State  as  well  as  citizens  of  other  States.  This  view,  however,  has 
been  repudiated,  not  only  by  the  Supreme  Court,  but  by  State 
courts.  Thus  the  same  decision,  in  reference  to  the  constitution- 
ality of  a  State  law  prohibiting  marriage  between  white  persons 
and  negroes,  was  made  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana,  in  the 
State  V.  Gibson,  36  Black,  389  ;  10  Am.  Rep.  42,  decided  in  1871. 
But  this  decision  is  based  upon  much  more  satisfactory  reasonings. 
The  conclusion  reached  by  that  court,  after  a  careful  considera- 
tion of  the  whole  subject,  is  that  the  14th  amendment  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  has  not  in  any  manner,  or  to  any 
extent,  impaired,  weakened  or  taken  away  any  of  the  reserved 
rights  of  the  States,  as  they  had  existed  and  been  fully  recognized 
by  every  department  of  the  National  government  from  its  crea- 
tion ;  it  conferred  citizenship  upon  all  persons  born  in  the  United 
States,  and  subject  to  their  jurisdiction,  audit  did  no  more.  These 
views  have,  to  a  large  extent,  met  the  approval  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States.  In  the  Slaughtei*  House  case,  16  Wall. 
36,  the  legislature  of  Louisiana  had  conferred  on  The  Crescent  City 
Live  Stock,  Landing  and  Slaughter  House  Company  certain  cxclu- 
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give  privileges,  denied  to  other  citizens  of  Louisiana,  which  was 
regarded  an  oppression  and  unjust  to  them,  and  raised  the  ques- 
tion :  whether  since  the  passage  of  the  14th  amendment  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  *'ean  any  exclusive  privileges 
be  granted  to  any  of  its  citizens  or  to  a  corporation  by  the  legis- 
lature of  a  State?  "  It  was  insisted  that  such  an  act  was  a  viola- 
tion of  the  13th  amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  as  it  created  "  an  involuntary  servitude."  The  court  in  its 
opinion,  delivered  by  Justice  Miller,  says  (page  69)  :  "  To  with- 
draw the  mind  from  the  contemplation  of  the  grand  and  simple 
declaration,  of  the  13th  amendment,  of  the  personal  freedom  of  all 
the  human  race  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  government,  and 
with  a  microsccMaic  search,  endeavor  to  find  in  it  a  reference  to 
servitudes,  which  may  have  been  attached  to  property  in  certain 
localities,  requires  an  effort,  to  say  the  least.  That  a  personal  servi- 
tude was  meant  is  proved  by  the  use  of  the  word,  Mnvoluntary,' 
which  can  only  apply  to  human  beings."  The  court  deemed  it 
unnecessary  to  say  any  thing  more  upon  the  application  of  this 
article  of  the  Constitution  to  the  Louisiana  statute;  the  thirteenth 
amendment  of  the  Constitution,  in  their  judgment,  evidently  had 
no  bearing  on  the  case.  The  court,  in  considering  the  meaning  and 
effect  of  the  fourteenth  amendment  of  the  Constitution,  says: 
"  That  its  main  pui-pose  was  to  establish  the  citizenship  of  the 
negro  can  admit  of  no  doubt.  The  phrase,  *  subject  to  its  jurisdic- 
tion,' was  intended  to  exclude  from  its  operation,  children  of 
ministers,  consuls  and  citizens,  or  subjects  of  foreign  States,  born 
within  the  United  States,"  page  73;  with  reference  to  the  next 
clause  the  court  says:  "  The  language  is,  no  State  shall  make  or 
enforce  any  law  that  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities 
of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  It  is  a  little  remarkable,  if  this 
clause  was  intended  as  a  protection  to  a  citizen  of  a  State  against 
the  legislative  power  of  his  own  State,  that  the  words,  *  citizen  of 
the  State,*  should  be  left  out,  when  it  is  so  carefully  used,  and  used 
in  contradistmction  from  ^citizens  of  the  United  States, Mn  the 
very  sentence  which  precedes  it.  It  is  too  clear  for  argument  that 
the  change  in  phraseology  was  adopted  understandingly  and  with  a 
purpose."  The  Circuit  Court  of  Northern  Georgia,  in  the  case 
above  cited,  seems  to  have  lost  sight  of  what  seems  so  clear  to  the 
Supreme  Court.  The  conclusion  of  the  Supreme  Court  is,  that 
"  the  privileges  and  immunities  belonging  to  citizens  of  a  State,  as 
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Buch,  must  rest  for  their  security  and  protection  where  they  have 
hei'etofore  rested  ;  for  they  are  not  embraced  by  this  paragraph  of 
the  amendment,"  and  again  it  says:'*  with  very  few  exceptions, 
the  entire  domain  of  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  of 
the  States  lay  within  the  constitutional  and  legislative  power  of  the 
States,  and  without  that  of  the  Federal  government.  Was  ittht 
purpose  of  the  fourteenth  amendment,  by  the  simple  declaration 
that  no  State  should  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the 
privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  to  trans- 
fer the  security  and  protection  of  all  the  civil  rights  which  we  have 
mentioned,  from  the  States  to  the  Federal  government  ?  And 
when  it  is  declared  that  Congress  shall  have  power  to  enforce  that 
article,  was  it  intended  to  bring  within  the  povvjf  of  Congress  the 
entire  domain  of  civil  rights  heretofore  belonging  exclusively  to  the 
States  ?  All  this  must  follow  from  the  construction  insisted  upon. 
Such  construction  would  constitute  this  court  a  perpetual  censor 
upon  all  legislation  of  the  States  on  the  civil  rights  of  their  own 
citizens,  with  authority  to  nullify  such  as  it  did  not  approve  as 
consistent  with  these  rights,  5l>  they  existed  at  the  time  of  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment.  The  argument,  we  admit,  is  not 
always  the  most  conclusive,  which  is  drawn  from  the  consequences 
urged  against  the  adoption  of  a  particular  construction  of  an 
instrument.  But  Avhen,  as  in  the  case  before  us,  these  consequences 
are  so  serious,  so  far-reaching  and  prevailing,  so  great  a  departure 
from  the  structure  and  spirit  of  our  institutions;  when  the  effect 
is  to  fetter  and  degrade  the  State  governments  by  subjecting  them 
to  the  control  of  Congress  in  the  exercise  of  powers  heretofore  uni- 
versally conceded  to  them  of  the  most  ordinary  and  fundamental 
character;  when  in  fact  it  radically  changes  the  whole  theory  of  the 
relations  of  the  State  and  Federal  governments  to  each  other,  and 
of  these  goveiiiments  to  the  people;  the  argument  has  a  force  that 
is  irresistible,  in  the  absence  of  language  which  expresses  such  a 
purpose  too  clearly  to  admit  of  doubt." 

The  next  clause  of  the  first  section  of  the  fourteenth  amendment 
is:  "  Nor  shall  any  State  deprive  any  person  of  life,,  liberty  or  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law."  The  court  in  reference  to  this 
says:  **this  paragraph  has  been  in  the  Constitution  since  the  pas- 
sage of  the  fifth  amendment,  as  a  restraint  upon  the  Federal 
power.  It  is  also  to  be  found  in  some  form  of  expression  in  the 
Constitutions  of  nearly  all  the  States,  as  a  restraint  upon  the  pow- 
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era  of  the  States.  This  law  then  has  pi-actically  been  the  same  as 
it  now  is,  during  the  existence  of  the  government,  except  so  far  as 
the  present  amendment  may  place  the  restraining  power  over  the 
States,  in  this  matter,  in  the  hands  of  the  Federal  government." 
It  is  held  by  the  court  that  this  provision  could,  in  no  manner, 
affect  the  question  under  consideration. 

The  only  remaining  clause  in  this  firat  section  of  this  fourteenth 
amendment  of  the  Constitution  is:  "Nor  shall  any  State  deny  to 
any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws." 
Upon  the  true  meaning  of  this  clause,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  the  Slaughter  House  case,  says  but  little;  they 
seem  to  regard  it  as  obvious  that  the  case  before  them,  the  giving 
of  exclusive  privileges  to  some  citizens  of  a  State,  by  a  State  law, 
which  was  denied  to  others,  was  no  violation  of  this  provision;  and 
that  its  operation  and  effect  would  probably  be  confined  to  very 
few  cases;  they  use  language  which  implies  that  it  ought  probably 
to  be  contined  to  the  single  case  of  legislation  directed  against 
negroes  as  a  class.  The  language  used  is:  ^*  We  doubt  very  much 
whether  any  action  of  a  State,  not  directed  by  way  of  discrimina- 
tion against  the  negroes  as  a  class,  or  on  account  of  their  race,  will 
ever  be  held  to  come  within  the  purview  of  this  provision.  It  is  so 
clear  a  provision  for  that  case  and  that  emergency,  that  a  strong 
case  would  be  necessary  for  its  application  to  any  other.  But  as  it 
is  a  State  that  is  to  be  dealt  with,  and  not  alone  the  validity  of  its 
laws,  we  may  safely  leave  the  matter  until  Congress  shall  have  exer- 
cised its  power,  or  some  case  of  State  oppression,  by  denial  of  equal 
justice  in  its  courts,  shall  have  claimed  a  decision  at  our  hands." 
I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  court  should  have  considered  that 
under  this  provision  of  this  amendment,  *'it  was  a  State  that  was 
to  be  dealt  with,  and  not  alone  the  validity  of  its  laws,"  any  more 
than  under  the  preceding  paragraph,  which  provides  that  "  No 
State  shall  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without 
due  process  of  law,"  or  any  more  than  under  numerous  other  pro- 
visions of  the  Constitution,  such  as  those  contained  in  the  tenth 
section  of  article  one,  whiere  it  is  said  no  State  shall  do  a  number 
of  things  enumerated  — all  these  restrictions  on  the  powers  of  the 
State  have,  so  far  as  I  know,  been  enforced  simply  by  regarding 
acts,  done  in  violation  of  these  provisions,  nullities;  and  I  see  no 
reason  why  the  provisions  of  the  fourteenth  amendment  of  the 
Constitution  should  not  be  so  construed  and  enforced.  Again,  the 
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court  seems  to  think  a  much  stronger  case  of  unjust  discrimination 
by  a  State  against  any  class  of  its  inhabitants,  such  as  Chinese, 
Catholics,  Mormons,  naturalized  foreigners  or  women  would  be 
required  to  be  made  out,  before  a  case  could  come  within  the  pur- 
view of  this  provision  in  the  fourteenth  amendment,  than  would 
have  to  be  made  out  if  the  discrimination  were  against  negroes. 
I  cannot  believe  that  the  States,  which  adopted  this  amendment, 
designed  thereby  to  secure  to  the  negroes  any  rights  or  privileges, 
that  were  not  equally  secured  to  all  others.  It  is  true  that  the  occa- 
sion for  this  provision  and  all  the  other  provisions  of  the  thirteenth 
and  fourteenth  amendments  was  the  supposed  necessity  of  protect- 
ing the  negro;  but  special  care  was  taken  to  extend  these  provisions 
to  all  persons  whatsoever.  The  language  is  as  broad  as  it  possibly 
can  be:  "  No  person  shall  be  denied  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws."  A  Chinaman  or  a  naturalized  foreigner  or  Roman  Catholic 
is  obviously,  under  this  provision,  entitled  to  this  equal  protection 
of  the  laws  to  the  same  extent  as  a  negro;  and  though  the  Supreme 
Court  has  used  this  language,  I  cannot  believe,  when  the  case  arises, 
that  they  can,  or  will,  in  any  decision  they  inay  render,  discriminate 
against  others  in  favor  of  the  negro.  If  they  had  held  the  law  of 
Kentucky,  forbidding  a  negro  to  testify  for  or  against  a  white  per- 
son, unconstitutional,  they  would  assuredly  have  held  the  law  of 
California,  prohibiting  a  Chinese  to  testify  for  or  against  a  white 
person,  also  unconstitutional.  From  the  general  tenor  of  the  decis- 
ions of  the  Supreme  Court,  it  is  fair  to  conclude  that  they  regard  the 
position  taken  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana,  if  not  entirely 
sound,  as  substantially  so  ;  and  that  the  thirteenth  and  fourteenth 
amendments  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  have  little  or 
no  other  effect,  than  to  abolish  slavery  and  declare  a  negro  a  citizen, 
when  born  in  the  United  States ;  and  that  the  powers  of  the  State 
legislatures  over  the  civil  rights,  privileges,  duties,  or  immunities 
of  any  and  all  of  its  citizens,  whether  negroes  or  whites,  remain  as 
they  always  were;  and  that  no  power  with  reference  to  these  rights  is 
conferred  by  Congress  on  the  Federal  judiciary.  This  decision  of 
the  Supreme  Court  has  since  been  followed  up  by  others,  based  on 
the  same  views  of  the  meaning  of  these  amendments  of  the  Con- 
stitution. Thus  in  Bradwell  v.  Hie  State,  16  Wall.  130,  the  court 
decided  that  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  that  a 
woman  resident  in  Illinois  ought  to  be  refused  a  license  to  practice 
law  in  the  courts  of  that  State,  by  the  law  of  that  State,  was  no  viola* 
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tion  of  the  14th  amendment  of  the  Constitution  o*f  the  United  States, 
basing  that  decision  on  the  broad  ground  that,  no  matter  what 
laws  a  State  may  pass  relative  to  its  own  citizens,  their  rights  or 
immunities,  such  law  would  not  violate  this  amendment  of  the 
Constitution  ;  and  on  these  principles,  any  State  could  prohibit  n 
Chinese  or  a  negro,  or  a  white  man,  resident  in  the  State,  from 
practicing  law  or  sitting  on  a  jury,  or  giving  evidence  in  its  State 
courts.  In  the  same  spirit,  the  3d  and  4th  sections  of  the  act  of 
May  31,  1870  (16  Stat.  140),  providing  for  the  punishment  of  State 
oflScers  of  election  and  others,  was  pronounced  unconstitutional  by 
the  Supreme  Court,  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Reese  et  al.^ 
2  Otto,  215,  the  same  not  being  regarded  as  "  appropriate  legisla- 
tion," within  the  meaning  of  the  fifteenth  amendment  of  the  Con- 
stitution. And  in  the  United  States  v.  Cruihshank,  id.  542,  the 
Supreme  Court  decided  that  the  fourteenth  amendment  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  prohibits  a  State  from  depriving 
any  person  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law, 
and  from  denying  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws ;  but  it  adds  nothing  to  the  rights  of 
one  citizen  against'  another.  It  simply  furnishes  an  additional 
guaranty  against  the  encroachment  by  the  States  upon  the  funda- 
mental rights,  which  belong  to  every  citizen  as  a  member  of  society. 
The  duty  of  protecting  all  its  citizens  in  the  enjoyment  of  an  equal- 
ity of  rights  was  originally  assumed  by  the  States,  and  it  still  re- 
mains there. 

I  will  follow  the  example  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  the  Slaughter  House  cases,  16  Wall.  81,  and  not  under- 
take to  state  my  views  of  the  cases,  to  which  the  last  clause  of  the 
first  section  of  the  fourteenth  amendment  may  apply,  till  some 
case  arises  of  oi)prcssion  of  the  State,  by  the  denying  of  equal  j)ro- 
tection  of  the  laws  to  some  person  within  its  jurisdiction  ;  and  con- 
tent myself,  as  they  did,  with  saying  that  we  find  no  such  case  in 
the  one  before  us.  For  this  is  obviously  no  such  case.  The  pris- 
oner has  not  been  denied  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  of  West 
Virginia.  It  follows  from  the  case  of  Blyeto  v.  The  United  States, 
13  Wall.  581,  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court,  the  pris- 
oner could  not  be  regarded  as  being  denied  the  equal  protection 
of  the  laws,  if  white  persons  had  been,  as  they  were,  permit- 
ted to  testify  against  him,  even  if  our  State  laws  had  prohibited, 
which    they  do    not,  a    negro  to   testify    in    an    exactly  similar 
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case  against  a    white   prisoner   on    trial.     And  surely  if    this  be 
the   case    the  mere   prohibition  of  ne<^roes  to  sit    upon    the  jury 
which    tried  him  cannot  be  regarded  as  the   denial  of  equal    pro- 
tection of  the  laws  to  him.     The  negro  has  no  more  right  to  in- 
sist  upon   the   equal    protection  of    the  laws    than  a  Chinaman 
or  a  woman.     And  surely  it  will  not  be  pretended   that  a  State, 
which  by  its  laws  prohibits  a  Chinaman  or  a  woman  from  sitting 
on  a  jury,  does  thereby  deny  to  a  Chinaman  or  woman  who  is  being 
tried  for  a  felony  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.     Has  not  a 
woman  as  much  right  to  insist  that  a  State,  by  its  laws,  must  per- 
mit her  to  be  defended  by  a  woman  as  her  counsel,  as  she  has  to 
insist  that  women  should  be  allowed  to  sit  on  a  jury  which  tries 
her?    And  yet  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  decided  in 
the  case  of  Sradwell  v.  The  State,  16  Wall.  130,  that  a  State  has  a 
right  to  prohibit  women  from  acting  as  counsel  in  any  case.    I 
agree  with  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  Slaughter  House  cases,  that 
it  is  doubtful  whether  in  the  future  any  action  of  a  State  is  likely 
to  occur  which  will  ever  be  held  to  come  within  the  purview  of 
this  last  clause  of  the  first  section  of  the  14th  amendment,  prohib- 
iting H  State  to  deny  to  any  person  the  equal  protection  of  its  laws. 
But  I  cannot  think  that  a  State  is  likely  to  bring  a  case  within  the 
purview  of  tliis  provision  by  discriminating  against  the  negro  in 
such  manner  as  to  deny  to  the  negro  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws,  as  it  has  been  heretofore  interpreted.     And  as  I  have  before 
said,  1  believe  the  interpretation  of  this  provision  ought  and  must 
be  the  sumo,  whether  applied   to   negroes,  Chinamen,  women  or 
otlun*  persons.     I  know  of  no  State  law  which  has  been  passed  since 
tl»e  adoption  of  this  amendment  of  the  Constittition  which  violates 
it  liy  tints  discriminating  against  negroes:  and  though  there  have 
been  some  State  laws,  even  in  our  own  State,  which  would  perhaps 
be  regarded  as  violating  this  provision  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United   States,  yet    they  were  directed   not  against  negroes  but 
against  white  persons.     They  have,  however,  been  repealed,  and  it 
is  not  likely  that  such  acts  will  ever  be  again  passed  by  any  State. 
It  is  confidently  believed   that  no  such  acts  will  be  ever  again 
enacted  in  this  State.     An  example  of  this  sort  of  legislation  may 
be  found  in  the  act  passed  February  28,  1865,  and  re-enacted  in 
the  Code  of  West  Virginia  of  1868.    See  Code  of  West  Virginia, 
chap.  136,  §§  10,  11,  12  and  13,  page  645.    This  act  prohibited  any 
person  who  had  abetted  the  Confederate  States  from  suing  a  per- 
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son  who  had  remained  loyal  to  the  government  of  the  United 
States. 

The  views  I  have  expressed  sliow  clearly  that  in  the  case  before 
us  the  Circuit  Court  did  not  err  in  refusing  to  order  the  removal 
of  this  case  to  the  United  States  court  for  trial.  The  prisoner  in 
his  petition  based  his  application  for  such  removal  on  two  grounds: 
First,  because  a  false  impression  prevailed  throughout  the  Sfcpte  of 
West  Virginia  that,  colored  men  are  not  entitled  to  the  same  pro- 
tection in  the  maritial  relation  as  white  men.  This  amounts  to  an 
allegation  that  prejudices  exist  in  this  State  relative  to  negroes 
thac  would  injuriously  affect  him  if  he  were  tried  before  the  State 
courts.  It  is  obvious  from  what  has  been  said  that  in  my  opinion 
ihis  gives  him  no  right  to  have  the  trial  of  his  case  removed  to  the 
Federal  court  If  it  did,  any  citizen  of  this  State,  white  or  black, 
could  at  his  pleasure  on  affidavit  remove  any  case,  civil  or  criminal, 
from  the  State  to  the  Federal  courts.  The  other  ground,  alleged 
in  the  petition  for  the  removal  of  the  cause  to  the  Federal  court, 
is  that  under  the  laws  of  West  Virginia  none  but  white  persons  are 
allowed  to  serve  as  jurors,  and  therefore,  he,  being  a  negro,  has 
not  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  We  have  seen  that  in  the 
trial  of  a  citizen  of  this  State  for  an  offense  committed  in  the 
State  against  her  laws,  the  prisoner  could  in  no  case  have  a  right 
to  have  the  trial  removed  to  the  Federal  court,  the  fourteenth 
amendment  not  being  intended  to  protect  the  citizens  of  any  State 
against  unjust  legislation  by  their  own  State.  In  the  particular 
case  before  us  I  cannot  see  why  a  jury  of  white  men  would  not  be 
quite  as  likely  to  do  justice  to  the  prisoner  as  a  jury  of  negroes; 
but  if  it  were  otherwise,  it  would  give  him  no  right  to  have  his 
case  removed  to  the  Federal  court  for  trial. 

Hatmokd,  Moorb  and  Johnson,  JJ.,  concurred. 

JiAdgment  affirmed. 
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(85  Penn.  St.  64.) 

Oriminal  law — burglary —  oomtruethe  breaking. 

The  prisoner,  pretending  to  have  business  with  the  occupant  of  a  dwelling 
house,  gained  admittance  thereto  at  night,  with  intent  to  commit  a  robbery 
Held,  a  constructive  breaking  sufficient  to  support  an  indictment  for  burglary 
by  breaking  and  entering.  ^ 

INDICTMENT  for  burglary  and  entering  with  intent  to  steal 
Conviction.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

,/.  McDowell  Sharpe,  and  Duncan  A  McOowan,  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

O.  C.  Bowers,  district  attorney,  and  Kennedy  &  Skewari,  tor 
the  Commonwealth. 

Paxson,  J.  [Omitting  a  minor  point.]  Without  going  into 
extended  details,  there  was  abundant  evidence  to  show  a  conspiracy 
between  the  defendant  (plaintiff  in  error)  and  his  confederate; 
Holland,  to  rob  the  bank.  This  design  had  evidently  existed  for  a 
period  of  some  weeks,  and  the  plan  carefully  arranged.  There 
were  well-matured  preparations  for  (\i8guise  and  flight ;  masks  and 
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gowus,  and  a  hoi-se  saddled,  and  kept  waiting  near  at  hand;  a  pistol 
and  dirk  for  defense  or  attack  if  necessary,  and  gags  to  silence  those 
who  might  be  in  the  bank.  There  was  a  completeness  of  prepara- 
tion that  marks  the  experienced  and  accomplished  burglar.  This 
was  especially  the  case  with  Holland,  who  appears  to  have  culti- 
vated pleasant  social  relations  with  many  of  the  citizens  of  Cham- 
bersburg,  and  particularly  with  Mr.  Messersmith,  the  cashier  of 
the  bank  intended  to  be  plundered.  This  enabled  him  to  become 
familiar  with  the  plan  of  Mr.  Messersmith's  house  and  banking-room. 
The  evidence  was  abundant  to  justify  the  conclusion  that  the  object 
of  all  this  social  intercourse  was  to  tlirow  the  cashier  off  his  guard. 
To  further  inspire  confidence,  Rolland  gave  him  one  or  more  sealed 
packages,  represented  to  contain  valuables,  but  which  were  of 
course  but  waste  paper.  It  was  a  cunningly-devised  scheme  — 
planned  with  skill,  and  executed  with  boldness.  It  would  have 
succeeded  in  all  probability  but  for  Mr.  Messersmith's  manly  and 
stubborn  resistance.  This  was  probably  unlocked  for  in  view  of 
the  disposition  of  the  modern  cashier  to  hand  over  the  keys  upon 
demand.  The  defendant  and  his  confederate  having  thus  laid  and 
matured  their  plans,  the  next  step  was  to  effect  an  entrance  into 
the  bank.     Mr.  Kindline  states  how  this  was  done: 

'•  I  reside  in  the  bank  with  Mr.  Messersmith;  I  was  in  bank  on 
night  of  24th  of  March  last;  I  answered  the  call  of  the  bell ; 
between  eight  and  nine  o'clock  that  night  a  bell  rang  from  the  out- 
side; I  was  in  the  main  hall  when  the  bell  rang;  it  was  then  night- 
time; the  door  was  fastened  with  the  dead-latch;  it  could  not  have 
been  opened  from  the  outside;  I  sprung  back  the  dead -latch;  I 
found  two  men  there;  one  I  recognized  as  Holland;  he  asked  me 
whether  Mr.  Messersmith  was  in;  I  said  no,  he  had  just  walked 
out;  ho  said  he  was  sorry,  that  he  had  a  friend  from  New  York 
that  wanted  to  transact  some  business  with  him,  and  he  introduced 
a  Mr.  Johnston;  defendant  is  the  man;  he  said  he  would  call  later 
in  the  evening;  I  said  it  was  a  disagreeable  evening,  and  Rolland 
said  yes,  we  may  have  some  sleighing  yet;  then  they  left.  Shortly 
after  Mr.  Messersmith  came;  we  talked  in  the  parlor;  I  did  not 
tell  Mr.  Messersmith  that  these  parties  had  been  there  to  see  him; 
I  went  up-stairs,  and  Mr.  Messersmith  to  his  oflBce;  some  time  after, 
fifteen  or  twenty  minutes,  I  heard  the  bell  nng  again;  I  answered 
it  a  second  time;  the  dead-latch  was  down;  the  door  was  locked; 
it  was  at  front  door,  leading  from  the  street  into  the  ball  of  the 
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house;  I  opened  the  door  and  found  tliere  Rolland  and  the  man 
he  had  before  introduced  as  Johnston;  he  asked  me  if  Mr.  Messer- 
smith  was  in,  and  I  said  he  was;  they  came  in  and  put  their 
hats  on  the  rack;  Johnston  had  an  overcoat;  took  that  off  and 
hung  it  up;  tliey  had  an  umbrella  this  time;  I  led  the  way  through 
the  hall  into  the  dining-room;  they  followed  to  Messersmith's  oflBce; 
I  opened  the  door  of  the  cashier's  room,  leading  from  the  dining- 
room  in,  and  saw  Messersmith  at  the  grate  with  his  back  toward 
the  door. " 

Was  there  evidence  here  of  a  constnictive  breaking?  Of  an 
entrance  obtained  by  artifice  and  fraud,  by  means  whereof  Mr. 
Messersmith  was  deceived  and  the  law  evaded  ?  The  court  below 
said  in  answer  to  tlie  defendant's  fourth  point  :  "  If  you  believe 
that  long  before  the  24th  of  March,  1876,  Rolland  had  conceived 
the  idea  of  entering  the  bank  of  Chambersburg  with  intent  to  i*ol> 
or  steal,  and  concocted  a  plan  by  which  he  might  effect  such  pur- 
pose; that  he  cultivated  the  acquaintance  of  the  cashier  and  placed 
himself  on  as  familiar  terms  as  he  could  with  him  and  his  family, 
and  began  to  talk  to  him  of  the  buying  of  fanns,  and  finally  stated 
that  he  had  a  friend  whom  he  wished  to  have  come  to  Chambers- 
burg to  reside,  and  spoke  of  the  Stouffer  farm  and  thought  it  was 
too  small;  and  on  the  night  in  question  presented  himself  with  a 
friend,  wlio  he  stated  had  some  business  with  the  cashier,  and  if 
you  believe  this  was  false  and  fraudulent  and  intended  to  obtain 
admission  to  the  house,  and  that  it  was  by  means  of  this  that  Rol- 
land and  Johnston  did  in  fact  obtain  admission  into  the  house,  then 
this  was  such  a  fraud  as  amounted  to  a  constructive  breaking.  If 
Rolland,  by  frauds  and  tricks  and  artifices,  deceived  the  cashier,  and 
induced  him  to  believe  that  he  was  concerned  to  buy  a  farm  for  a 
friend,  and  that  if  he  would  call  at  his  house  with  such  a  friend  it 
would  be  for  that  purpose,  and  that  it  was  thus  that  he  was  received 
into  tlie  house,  and  the  whole  household  was  so  deceived,  and  Kind- 
line  opened  the  door  under  the  influence  of  Rolland's  deceptions  as 
to  his  true  character  and  purposes,  it  was  a  constructive  breaking.'* 
This  ruling  was  not  only  free  from  error,  but  it  was  more  favor- 
able to  the  defendant  than  he  was  entitled  to.  It  was  laying  an 
unnecessary  burden  upon  the  Commonwealth.  If,  when  Rolland 
and  Jolinston  rang  Mr.  Messersmith's  bell,  they  did  so  with  the 
intent  of  entering  under  the  guise  of  friendship  or  the  pretense  of 
business,  and  then  robbing  the  bank,  it  was  a  burglarious  entry;  it 
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was  a  breaking  within  the  meaning  of  the  law.  Nor  would  it  mat- 
ter that  one  of  tlie  burglars  had  established  such  social  relations 
with  Mr.  Messersmith  that  he  would  have  been  admitted  without 
question.  It  makes  the  fraud  the  greater.  The  dead-latch  was 
down  and  the  door  was  locked.  The  bolts  were  withdrawn  upon 
the  implied  if  not  express  assurance  that  they  came  there  as 
friends  for  social  intercourse  or  to  transact  business.  This  assur- 
ance in  either  case  was  a  trick  and  deception.  The  law  is  not  so 
impotent  as  to  permit  a  burglar  to  enter  a  house  under  such  cir- 
cumstances and  yet  evade  the  responsibility  of  his  act.  We  are 
not  asserting  any  new  doctrine  nor  extending  the  application  of  an 
old  one.  The  principle  is  fully  sustained  by  the  authorities  cited  in 
RoUandY.  The  Commonwealih,  1  Norris,  306;  22  Am.  Rep.  758.  In 
addition  I  will  refer  to  Sharswood's  Blackstone,  vol.  2,  p.  226; 
Wharton's  Crim.  Law,  vol.  2,  §  1539;  Roscoe's  Crim.  Ev.  346; 
Bacon's  Abr.,  title  Burglary  (A.),  133;  Chitty's  Crim.  Law,  vol.  3,  p. 
856,  where  numerous  authorities  are  cited  in  support  of  the  text. 
In  Ducher  v.  Tlie  StatOy  18  Ohio,  317,  the  facts  were  these  : 
Sarah  Brown  was  living  in  the  house  with  her  eon,  John  Ondery. 
On  the  night  mentioned  in  the  indictment  they  were  awakened  by 
some  one  knocking  at  the  door;  in  answer  to  which  John  said, 
"Come  in."  The  persons  outside  pulled  the  latch-string  without 
being  able  to  open  the  door,  when  they  stated  that  they  could  not 
come  in.  John  then  got  up  and  opened  the  door,  when  two  men 
walked  into  the  house.  After  tiiey  had  entered  one  of  them  nearly 
closed  the  door  and  stood  by  it ;  tlie  other  stated  that  they  had  a 
warrant  for  John  Ondery  from  the  prosecuting  attorney  of  Pick- 
away county.  John  asked  for  time  to  put  on  his  clothes,  and  after 
he  had  done  so,  one  of  the  men  told  him  they  wanted  *  his  money, 
and  asked  for  his  mother's  money.  John  said  it  was  in  a  chest. 
They  told  her  to  get  the  key  which  she  did.  They  tried  to  open 
the  chest,  where  John  told  them  the  money  was,  and  being  unable 
to  do  so,  with  threats  of  violence  induced  her  to  do  it,  and  then 
took  from  the  chest  the  money  described  in  the  indictment;  held, 
that  this  was  a  constructive  breaking  under  the  Ohio  statute,  which 
provides  against  a  forcible  breaking  and  entering.  It  will  be 
observed,  in  the  case  above  cited,  that  the  door  wfis  opened  in  obe- 
dience to  a  knock.  Not  a  word  was  said  by  way  of  inducement  to 
open  it;  yet  it  was  a  manifest  trick  and  fraud.  When  a  person 
rings  a  door-bell  of  a  house,  the  owner  has  a  right  to  presume  that 
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his  visitor  calls  for  the  purpose  of  friendship  or  business.  *  If,  in 
obedience  to  the  summons,  he  withdraws  his  bolts  and  bars,  and  the 
visitor  enters  to  commit  a  felony,  such  entry  is  a  deception  and 
fmud  upon  the  owner  and  constitutes  a  constructive  breaking. 

[Omitting  minor  matters.] 

So  much  of  the  judgment  of  tlie  Oyer  and  Terminer  as  imposed 
an  imprisonment  of  six  years  and  four  months  under  the  second 
count  of  the  indictment  is  affirmed,  and  so  much  of  the  judgment 
as  imposes  imprisonment  of  three  years  and  ten  months  under  the 
third  count  of  said  indictment  is  reversed. 

Jtidgment  reversed. 


BOLLAND    V.   COMMOKWEALTH. 
(86  PeDD.  St.  66.) 

Criminal  law — burglary  —  opening  inner  door. 

Opening  the  inner  door  of  a  dwelling-house,  at  night,  with  felonious  intent, 
constitutes  burglary,  whether  the  felony  is  to  be  committed  in  the  particu- 
lar room  or  in  another. 

INDICTMENT  for  burglary.     The  opinion  sufficiently  states  the 
point.     The  prisoner  was  convicted. 

0.  C.  Bowers,  district  attorney,  and  John  Sfewart,  for  the 
Commonwealth. 

Dwican^d  McGowan  and  /.  McDowell  Sharpe,  for  plaintiff  in 
error.  To  constitute  burglary  by  opening  an  inner  door,  the  intent 
must  be  to  commit  a  felony  in  the  very  room  into  which  entrance 
was  thus  effected.  Edtnond's  case^  Button,  :^0;  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  102; 
Hex  V.  Gray,  1  Strange,  481,  2  East's  P.  C.488  ;  State  v.  Wihon,  1 
Coxe  (N.  J.  L.),  441;  IL  S.  v.  Brown,  4  Cranch,  604;  State  v. 
Henry,  9  Ired.  471. 

Paxson,  J.  This  recoi-d  presents  but  a  single  question.  Was  there 
such  a  breaking  as  constitutes  felonious  burglary  ?  That  the  open- 
ing of  an  inner  door  may  be  such  breaking  is  too  well  settled  to 
need  discussion.  If  a  person  leaves  his  doors  or  windows  open,  it 
is  his  own  folly  and  negligence,  and  if  a  man  enters  therein,  it  is 
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no  burglary;  yet  if  he  afterward  unlocks  an  inner  door  or  cham- 
ber door,  it  is  so:  Shars wood's  Blackstone,  vol.  2,  p.  226.  The  same 
rule  is  asserted  in  Wharton's  Criminal  Law,  vol.  2,  §  1536;  1  Bishop's 
Cr.  Law,  308;  Roscoe,  p.  302,  and  numerous  authorities  cited  in 
which  the  point  has  been  decided.  It  was  conceded  at  bar  that  the 
law  is  so,  but  it  was  contended  that  in  the  case  of  the  opening  of  an 
inner  door,  it  must  be  accompanied  with  an  intent  to  commit  a 
felony  in  the  very  room  so  entered.  We  do  not  assent  to  this  quali- 
fication of  the  common-law  rule.  If  a  burglar,  entering  by  an 
outer  door  or  window,  incautiously  left  open,  with  the  intent  to 
commit  a  felony  in  a  particular  room  in  the  house,  as  if  he  intends 
to  rob  a  safe  with  the  location  of  which  he  is  familiar,  and  in  fur- 
therance of  his  design,  and  to  enable  him  to  accomplish  it  success- 
fully, opens  the  door  of  the  adjoining  room  in  the  same  house  to 
gag  and  bind  the  owner  sleeping  therein,  it  is  a  breaking  within 
the  meaning  of  the  law  defining  the  offense  of  burglary.  Yet  in 
such  case  there  would  be  an  entire  absence  of  an  intent  to  commit 
a  felony  in  the  bed-room.  The  binding  of  the  owner,  standing 
alone,  would  be  a  mere  assault  and  battery,  punishable  as  a  misde- 
meanor. Taken  in  connection  with  the  main  object  it  assumes  a 
different  character,  and  becomes  a  necessary  incident  of  the  felony 
as  much  so  as  the  lifting  of  a  latch  or  the  breaking  of  the  door  of 
the  safe.  The  true  test,  as  applied  to  an  inner  door  of  a  house,  is 
whether  it  was  opened  in  the  perpetration  of  or  attempt  to  perpe- 
trate the  felony.  If  it  was  a  necessary  act  in  the  pei*petration  of 
the  felonious  design,  it  can  make  no  difference  that  the  felony  was 
to  be  committed  in  an  adjoining  roouL  There  may  be  cases  in 
wliich  the  qualification  referred  to  would  apply,  as  in  the  case  of  a 
lodger  at  an  inn  who  intends  to  commit  a  felony  in  another  room 
in  the  same  house.  But  if  such  qualification  exists  in  any  case,  we 
fail  to  see  its  application  to  the  facts  of  the  case  at  bar.  We  will 
not  strain  the  law  to  meet  a  particular  case,  nor  will  we  refine  it 
away  in  the  interest  of  burglars.  We  think  the  court  below  sub- 
mitted the  question  of  intention  fairly  to  the  jury.  They  were 
told  that  if  the  prisoner  opened  the  door  for  the  purpose  of  escap- 
ing, he  could  not  be  convicted  of  burglary;  but  if  it  was  done  in 
furtherance  of  a  design  to  commit  a  felony  in  the  house,  the 
offense  was  complete.    This  ruling  was  clearly  correct. 

[Omitting  a  statutory  consideration,]  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Judfftnefit  affirmed. 
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First  National  Bank  op  Carlisle  v.  Graham. 

(85  Peiin.  St.  91.) 

National  bank  —  liability  a*  bailee  for  special  4epo9it. 

In  accordance  with  its  habit,  well  known  to  the  directors,  a  national  bank 
received  from  a  customer  some  bonds  for  safe-keeping,  and  the  cashier  pfave 
a  receipt  for  them.  The  bonds  subsequently  disappeared,  but  in  what  man- 
ner WHS  not  shown,  and  the  president  and  cashier  assured  the  depositor  tliat 
she  should  lose  nothing, and  the  interest  was  paid  her  for  two  years.  Jfeld^ 
that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
bank  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  that  the  bank  was  liable  for  siicli  g^rnt^s  negli- 
gence  of  its  officers.* 

ASSUMPSIT    to  recover    bonds    deposited    by  plaintiff    with 
defendant  upon  the  receipt  of  the  cashier,  "for  8afe-keei)ing," 
and  '*to  be  returned  on  return  of  this  receipt." 
The  plaintiff  had  judgment.     The  opinion  states  the  otlier  faetn. 

W.  F.  Sadler  and  S.  Hepburn,  Jr.,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  The 
bank  had  no  authority  to  take  deposits  for  safe-keeping.  First 
Not.  Bank  of  Lyons  v.  Ocean  Xat.  Bank.  60  N.  Y.  278;  Wiley  v. 
Nat.  Bank  of  Brattleboro,  47  Vt.  54<i:  Fowler  v.  Scully,  22  P.  F. 
Smith,  456;  Bank  of  Pennsylvania  v.  Common  wealth,  7  Harr.  155; 
Bank  of  United  States  v.  Dandridne,  VZ  Wheat.  64;  Head  v.  Provi- 
dence Ins,  Co,,  2  Cranch,  167;  Venango  Nat.  Bank  v.  Taylor,  6  P. 
F.  Smith,  14. 

John  Hays  and  J,  H,  Grahain  t(^  So7i,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Per  Curiam.  Looking  at  the  almost  universal  practice  of  banks 
of  all  kinds  to  accept  special  deposits  of  valuable  securities  from 
their  customers,  and  the  evidence  in  this  case  that  such  was  the 
habit  of  this  bank  with  the  privity  and  knowledge  of  the  dii'ectors 
and  officers,  we  are  of  opinion   that  a  liability  for  safe-keeping  is 

•  See  Fint  Nat.  Bank  of  Lyons  v.  Ocean  Nat.  Bank  (60  N.  Y.  278),  19  Am.  Rep.  181, 
and  note,  192;  WUey  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  (47  Vt.  540),  19  Am.  Rep.  122 ;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Grattam  <79  Pemi.  St.  106),  21  Am.  Rep.  49 ;  Sctitt  v.  Nat.  Bank  of  Ghester  VaUcy  (78  Penn. 
8t.  471),  13  Am.  Rep.  711.  In  Whitney  v.  First  Nat.  Bank^  fiO  Vt.  388.  It  was  held  that 
a  national  bank  was  not  liable  for  a  deposit  for  irratultous  safe-keeping,  though  made 
according  to  usage  and  with  the  knowledge  and  acquiescence  of  the  directors. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


JUNE  TERM,  1877.  629 

First  National  Bank  of  Carlisle  y.  Graham. 


raised  by  the  receipt  given  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  for  her  bonds. 
If  the  bonds  bo  lost  or  stolen  througli  the  gross  negligence  of  the 
bank  this  liability  becomes  fixed.  The  debatable  question  in  this 
case  is  whether  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  such  negligence  to 
be  submitted  to  the  jury.  Upon  tlie  whole  evidence  we  think  there 
was.  Whether  the  bonds  in  question  were  lost,  stolen  or  abstracted 
by  some  one  in  the  bank  does  not  clearly  appear.  It  certainly 
is  a  circumstance  of  some  weight  that  a  satisfactory  solution  of 
the  manner  of  tlie  loss  has  never  been  given  by  the  bank.  If, 
then,  we  refer  to  the  structure  and  arrangement  of  the  banicing 
house  and  the  vault,  we  find  it  almost  impossible  that  this  vault 
could  have  been  entered  in  broad  daylight,  as  alleged  it  must  have 
been,  by  a  person  entering  to  steal  these  bonds,  without  his  being 
seen  by  the  officers  of  the  bank.  If  we  add  to  this  an  entire  absence 
of  any  breach  of  the  windows,  dooi*s,  vault  and  floors,  through 
which  an  entry  might  have  been  effected,  and  that  no  information 
was  given  to  the  plaintiflp  of  the  loss  of  her  bonds  until  she  called 
herself,  and  then  she  was  called  into  a  private  room  to  commu- 
nicate the  loss,  the  case  acquires  more  strength.  And  then,  if 
finally  she  was  told  by  the  bank  that  the  loss  would  not  be  hers  but 
that  of  the  bank,  and  that  the  bank  would  continue  to  pay  her  the 
interest,  and  accordingly  did  so  for  about  two  years,  carrying  the 
payments  into  the  books  of  the  bank,  implying  a  consciousness  of 
the  officers  that  the  loss  was  caused  by  some  fault  of  the  bank,  we 
reach  a  point  in  the  evidence  of  such  strong  import  as  to  the  fact 
of  gross  negligence,  the  evidence  could  not  be  withheld  from  the 
jury.  Having  been  submitted  to  them,  and  gross  negligence  found 
by  them,  and  a  new  trial  refused,  we  cannot  say  that  the  evidence 
was  insufficient,  and  tliat  an  error  was  committed.  The  verdict 
establishes  the  negligence.  We  discover  no  error  in  the  record  and 
the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


630  PENNSYLVANIA, 

Arnott's  Administrator  v.  Symonds. 


Arnott's  Administrator  v.  Syhonds. 

<85  Penn.  St.  99.) 

Negotiable  paper  —  irregular  indorsement  —  liabiUtg  upon, 

A  negotiable  promissory  note  was  indorsed  by  the  payees  in  the  usual  position. 
The  defendant  had  previously  written  his  name  across  the  back  of  the  note 
near  the  other  end,  in  an  inverted  position.  Held,  that  the  defendant  was 
liable  as  second  indorser.* 

ASSUMPSIT.     The  opinion  states  the  facts.     Defendant  had 
judgment. 

M,  F.  Elliott,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Henry  Sherwood  and  C.  H,  Seymour,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Sterrett,  J.  Suit  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  against 
the  defendant  as  indorser  of  a  note,  made  by  Houghton,  Orr  & 
Co.  to  the  order  of  Booth,  Dounce,  Rose  &  Co.,  and  by  them 
indorsed.  The  name  of  the  payees  aj)pears  on  the  back  of  the 
note  in  the  usual  position  of  the  first  indorser,  about  three  inches 
from  the  left  end,  and  that  of  the  defendant  is  written  in  the 
opposite  direction,  about  the  same  distance  from  the  right  end  of 
the  note;  so  that  the  latter  indorsement  with  reference  to  the  for- 
mer may  be  said  to  be  inverted.  This  inartistic  peculiarity,  in  the 
relative  position  of  the  names,  has  given  rise  to  the  question  of 
defendant's  liability  as  second  indorser.  This  depends  on  whether 
the  payees,  from  their  position  on  the  note,  are  to  be  regarded  as 
first  indorsers.  If  the  defendant,  in  case  he  is  required  to  pay, 
will  have  recourse  to  the  payees,  it  follows  that  he  is  liable,  as 
second  indorser,  to  the  holder.  Whether  he  would  have  such 
recourse  or  not  is  really  the  test  of  his  liability. 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  that  in  pursuance  of  an  under- 
standing between  the  makers  and  the  payees,  to  the  effect  that  the 
former  was  to  furnish  security,  in  addition  to  the  firm  name,  the 
defendant  by  request  indorsed  the  note  before  it  was  delivered  to 
and  indorsed  by  the  payees.    This,  however,  is  immaterial,  so  far 

*  See  Burton  v.  Hansford^  ante,  p.  571,  and  note,  p.  580. 
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at  leasfc  as  the  plaintiff  is  concerned.  Both  names  were  on  tlie 
note,  just  as  they  now  appear,  when  it  was  presented  to  his  bank 
for  discount  He  had  no  knowledge  of  the  transaction  except  what 
might  be  derived  from  the  face  of  the  paper  and  the  position  of  the 
indorsements  thereon.  The  only  ground  of  defense  was  that  the 
defendant's  indorsement,  as  shown  by  the  note  itself,  was  irregular 
or  anomalous,  and,  therefore,  on  the  authority  of  Schafer  v.  Farm- 
era  and  Mechanics^  Bank,  9  P.  P.  Smith,  145,  and  kindred  cases, 
he  was  not  liable.  The  learned  judge  entertained  this  view  of  the 
case  and  accordingly  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  In  this 
we  think  there  was  error.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  a  person  who 
puts  his  name  on  the  back  of  negotiable  paper,  before  the  payee  has 
indorsed  it,  means  to  pledge  in  some  shape,  his  responsibility  for 
the  payment  of  it;  and  it  has  been  settled  by  this  court,  that,  in 
the  absence  of  legal  evidence  of  any  different  contract,  he  assumes 
the  position  of  second  indorser,  and  that  to  render  his  engagement 
binding,  as  to  any  holder  of  the  note,  the  implied  condition  that 
the  payee  shall  indoi'se  before  him  must  be  complied  with,  so  as  to 
give  him  recourse  against  such  payee.  Schafer  v.  BanJcy  supra ; 
Filbert  v.  Finkbeiner,  18  P.  F.  Smith,  247;  8  Am.  Rep.  176.  As  was 
said  in  Herrick  v.  Camian,  12  Johns.  160,  the  fact  of  his  indorsing 
first,  in  point  of  time,  can  have  no  influence,  for  he  must  have 
known,  and  we  are  bound  to  presume  that  he  had  acted  on  the 
knowledge  that  though  the  first  to  indorse,  his  indorsement  would 
be  nugatory  unless  preceded  by  that  of  the  payee.  Before  the  act 
of  1853  went  into  effect  it  was  competent  to  prove  by  parol  that 
the  irregular  indorser  agreed  to  become  surety  for  the  maker  or 
undertook  to  guaranty  the  payment  of  the  note,  etc.;  but  the  stat- 
ute effectually  closes  the  door  against  this  species  of  proof,  and 
requires  such  agreement  or  understanding  to  be  evidenced  by  some 
memorandum  or  note  thereof  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party. 
Hence,  in  the  absence  of  legal  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  position 
of  one  who  indorses  in  point  of  time  before  the  payee  is  that  of 
second  indorser,  and  he  cannot  be  held  [unless  the  payee  assumes 
the  place  of  first  indorser.  Taking  the  note  then  just  as  it  was 
when  presented  for  discount,  what  was  the  legal  relation  of  the 
indorsers?  The  payees  had  placed  their  firm  name  on  the  note  in 
the  position  usually  occupied  by  the  first  indorser,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  justify  the  inference  that  they  intended  to  avoid  the 
responsibili^  which  usually  attaches  to  a  party  occupying  that  posi- 
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tion.  If  they  had  written  their  name  in  the  same  direction  and 
immediately  under  the  indorsement  of  the  defendant,  the  inference 
would  have  been  quite  plain  that  they  did  not  intend  that  he  should 
have  recourse  to  tliem.  The  legal  effect  of  placing  their  name 
where  it  is,  without  any  indorsement  above  it,  is  to  make  them 
liable  as  first  indorsens. 

When  the  payee  negotiates  a  note  made  to  his  own  order,  he 
naturally  and  ortlinarily  becomes  first  indorser,  and  in  the  absence 
of  competent  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  holders  or  indorsees  will 
have  recourse  to  him,  if  the  paper  is  dishonored.  There  is  nothing 
on  the  face  of  the  note  or  in  the  position  of  the  indorsements  in 
this  case,  to  make  it  an  exception  to  the  rule.  The  fact  that  the 
defendant's  name,  considered  in  relation  to  the  payee's  indorsement, 
is  inverted,  can  make  no  difference.  Instead  of  having  been  written 
in  the  opposite  direction  and  parallel  to  that  of  the  payee's,  it 
might  have  been  placed  diagonally  thereto,  or  in  any  other  posi- 
tion so  that  it  was  not  over  or  above  it.  There  is  no  evidence  that 
the  plaintiff  knew  which  indorsement  was  made  first  in  point  of 
time;  nor  would  it  be  material  if  there  was.  The  only  knowledge 
he  had  was  such  as  the  paper  itself  imparted,  and  from  this  he  had 
no  notice  tluit  could  in  any  way  affect  his  right  to  recover  against 
either  of  tlic  indorsers. 

It  may  bo  that  this  view  of  their  legal  relation,  as  derived  from 
the  position  of  the  indorsements,  will  defeat  the  object  the  payees 
had  in  requiring  tlie  makers  to  furnish  an  indorser.  If  so,  it  must 
be  accepted  as  the  result  of  tlteir  mistake  in  taking  the  note,  made 
to  their  own  order,  instead  of  to  the  order  of  the  defendant.  The 
same  result  would  flow  from  the  ruling  of  the  court  below.  If  suit 
were  brought  against  them  by  the  defendant,  they  could  not  success- 
fully say  that  they  do  not  appear  on  the  note  as  first  indorsers,  nor 
would  they  be  permitted  to  prove  by  parol  that  their  liability  was 
secondary  to  that  of  the  defendant. 

Judgment  reversed  and  a  venire  facias  de  tiavo  awarded. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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Kelly  v.  City  of  Pittsrurgh. 

(86  Peon.  St.  170.) 

Taxation  — farming  lands  added  to  city  —  lack  of  benefit. 

The  limits  of  a  city  were  extended  by  legislative  enactment  so  as  to  embrace 
farming  lands.  The  lands  were  taxed  for  municipal  purposes,  some  of 
which  afforded  no  benefit  or  protection  to  them.  Held,  a  constitutional  lax. 
{See  note,  p.  638.) 


B 


ILL  to  restrain  a  tax.     The  opinion  states  the  ease. 


A.  iV.  and  W.  H,  Sutton^  for  appellant.  The  city  taxes  these 
lands  for  fire,  water,  schools  and  city  buildings,  and  yet  none  of 
these  are  necessary  or  available.  The  legislature  cannot  confer 
upon  a  municipality  the  power  to  tax  property  that  receives  no  ben- 
efit or  protection  therefrom,  and  for  purposes  in  which  the  people 
taxed  have  no  interest.  Sharpless  v.  Mayor  of  Philadelphiay  9  Har- 
ris, 147  ;  Hammstt  v.  City  of  Philadelphia,  15  P.  P.  Smith,  153  ; 
8.  c,  3  Am.  Rep.  615  ;  Washington  Avenue,  19  P.  F.  Smith,  352  ; 
8.  c,  8  Am.  Rep.  255 ;  McKeen  v.  County  of  Northampton,  13 
Wright,  524  ;  Pittsburgh,  Fort  Wayne  and  Chicago  Railway  Co,  v. 
CoinmonweaUhy  16  P.  P.  Smith,  73  ;  s.  c,  5  Am.  Rep.  344  ;  Lewis 
v.  County  of  Chester,  10  P.  P.  Smith,  329  ;  Borough  of  Carlisle  v. 
Marshall,  12  Casey, 402;  Hilbuhy.  Catherman,  14  P.  P.  Smith,  159; 
Durach^s  Appeal,  12  id.  491 ;  Grim  v.  Weissenberg  School  District, 
7  id.  437;  State  v.  Mayor  of  Newark,  18  Am.  Rep.  729  ;  8  Vroom, 
415  ;  Weismer  v.  Village  of  Douglas y  64  N.  Y.  91  ;  s.  c,  21  Am. 
Rep.  586  ;  Bradshaw  v.  City  of  Omaha,  1  Neb.  16  ;  State  of  Geor- 
gia V.  Stanton,  6  Wall.  50.  The  mere  extension  of  corporate  tei- 
ritorial  boundaries  ^oes  not  carry  with  it  per  se  the  right  and 
power  to  tax  for  all  municipal  purposes  :  Seelyy,  (Hty  of  Pittshtrgh, 
1  Norris,  360  ;  s.  c,  22  Am.  Rep.  760  ;  Hammett  v.  Philadelphia, 
15  P.  P.  Smith,  146  ;  s.  c,  3  Am.  Rep.  615  ;  Washington  Avenue, 
19  P.  P.  Smith,  352  ;  s.  c,  8  Am.  Rep.  255  ;  Cooley  on  Taxation, 
104  et  seq . ;  Cheaney  v.  Hooser,  supra  ;  City  of  Covington  v.  South" 
gate,  supra  ;  Morford  Y,Ung&r,  supra, 

Thomas  S,   Bigelotv,  city  solicitor,  and   George  Shiras,  Jr,,  for 

the  city. 
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Gordon,  J.  The  lands  of  Janiec<  Kelly,  the  appellant,  upon 
which  the  taxes  complained  of  were  assessed,  were  formerly  within 
the  township  of  Collins,  and  were  afterward,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  April  6,  1867  (Pamph.  L.  846),  made  part  of  the 
city  of  Pittsburgh.  That  there  may  be  no  doubt  concerning  the 
subject-matter  of  the  plaintiff's  complaint,  and  that  we  may  ex- 
hibit precisely  the  nature  and  character  of  his  contention,  we  give 
the  6th  paragraph  of  his  bill  in  extenso. 

*'  It  is  competent  for  the  legislature,  with  or  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  citizens,  to  enlarge  the  limits  of  any  town  or  city,  and 
it  is  com[)etent  for  the  defendant  (city),  when  the  requirements  of 
population,  commercial  and  mechanical  interests,  sanitary  or  pro- 
tective municipal  purposes  require  it,  to  apply  to  city  uses,  the 
full  extent  of  her  territorial  limits,  but  your  orator  expressly  denies 
that  such  necessity  or  even  propriety  exists  ;  on  the  contrary, 
large  amounts  of  city  territory,  on  either  side  and  in  front  of  your 
orator's  farm,  are  occupied,  held  and  owned,  without  prospects  of 
demand  for  city  purposes  for  many  years  to  come.  Your  orator 
insists  that  by  extension  of  city  territorial  limits,  fhe  character, 
situation  and  use  of  his  said  lands  were  not  changed,  but  remain 
an  improved  and  occupied  farm  as  before,  and  agricultural  lands 
only,  having  received  no  benefit  whatever  in  the  way  of  municipal 
improvements,  aid,  protection,  convenience  or  care;  and  that, 
therefore,  they  are  not  in  any  sense  liable  to  municipal  or  city  tax- 
ation for  any  purpose  whatever,  for  no  single  benefit  has  been  re- 
ceived." Again,  paragrapli  18,  latt^^r  part  :  **  But  your  orator  ex- 
pressly denies  that  the  defendant  had  any  municipal  jurisdiction 
over  hie  said  land,  or  farm,  or  any  right  to  impose  taxes  thereon, 
for  city  or  municipal  purposes  whatever." 

We  are  thus  jn*esented  with  the  broad  question  of  the  right  of 
the  city  to  tax  rural  lands  within  its  bounds  for  any  municipal 
purpose  whatever.  It  is  not  admitted  tha^the  city  succeeded  to 
the  rights  of  the  township  in  this  respect,  for  this  would  be  a  sur- 
render of  the  whole  controversy,  since  it  is  not  doubtful  that  the 
township  had  the  power  to  tax  these  lands  for  every  lawful  muni- 
cipal purpose  whatever. 

The  power  of  the  legislature  to  transfer  the  plaintiff's  farm  from 
the  one  municipality  to  the  other  is  admitted  ;  indeed  that  power 
could  not,  in  the  face  of  Smithy,  Mc(]arthy,  6  P.  F.  Smith,  359,  be 
gainsaid.     But  it  is  urged,  nevertheless,  that  the  citjr's  power  o£ 
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taxation  must  be  suspended  until  tliis  land  becomes  necessary  for 
city  uses.  Exactly  what  this  means  we  are  not  informed,  nor  do 
we  suppose  it  can  be  certainly  known  except  from  some  judicial 
decree  not  yet  rendered.  No  doubt  the  meaning  of  the  plaintiff  is, 
that  this  power  of  the  city  is  to  be  suspended  or  to  rest  in  abeyance 
until  the  city  is  so  nearly  built  up  to  his  lands  that  they  may  be 
advantageously  laid  out  and  sold  as  city  lots,  and  until  this 
occurs  they  are  to  be  exempt  from  all  taxes  of  municipal  character. 
This  proposition  is  novel  in  Pennsylvania,  since  we  have  uniformly, 
and  heretofore  without  serious  complaint,  in  boroughs  as  well 
as  cities,  taxed  rural  and  even  unseated  lands  for  borough  and  city 
purposes.  This  doctrine  is,  however,  supported  by  certain  cases, 
cited  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant,  decided  in  the  supe- 
rior courts  of  Iowa  and  Kentucky.  The  bill  seems  closely  to  have 
followed  these  cases,  and  it  is  principally  upon  their  authority  that 
the  plaintiff's  case  is  rested.  These  decisions,  whilst  entitled  to 
great  respect,  are  not  to  be  allowed  to  unsettle  our  own  rules  on  the 
subject  of  taxation  or  change  the  current  of  our  policy  on  that 
subject.  They  are,  indeed,  of  doubtful  authority;  for  Judge 
CoOLET,  in  his  work  on  Taxation,  when  speaking  of  these  very  cases, 
remarks:  That  it  is  difficult  to  harmonize  them  with  the  conceded 
principles  governing  the  laws  of  taxation;  for  they,  not  questioning 
the  legislation  as  being  in  excess  of  authority,  leave  it  to  stand,  and 
only  interfere  to  qualify  its  effect  on  the  ground  that  it  has  been 
adopted  on  improper  grounds  and  will  operate  unequally.  This  is 
done  on  an  inquiry  into  the  facts  and  a  substitution  of  the  judicial 
for  the  legislative  conclusion  on  a  subject  not  at  all  judicial;  a  sub- 
ject too  —  the  proper  limits  of  city  extension  —  upon  which  persons 
are  certain  to  differ  widely,  and  where  inquiry,  after  the  judicial 
method  by  examination  of  witnesses,  is  usually  much  less  satis- 
factory than  that  personal  knowledge  and  investigation  which  legis- 
lators are  supposed  to  possess  or  make.  It  has.  indeed,  the  effect 
to  suspend  the  legislation  until  certain  conditions  influencing  the 
judicial  mind  are  fulfilled.  We  need  not  stop  to  consider  the  incon- 
venience or  uncertainty  of  such  a  condition  of  things,  or  how  little 
consonant  it  would  be  with  our  settled  modes  of  thought  and  action 
on  subjects  of  this  kind.  There  is,  however,  an  element  in  the 
case  in  hand,  which  either  did  not  exist  in  the  cases  alluded  to  or 
was  not  sufficiently  considered ;  that  is,  the  subjugation  of  the 
lands  to  previous  municipal  taxes.    The  argument  in  favor  of  their 
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exemption  would  have  more  .strength  had  thej,  previously  to  their 
attachment  to  the  city,  been  subject  only  to  State  and  county  rates 
and  levies;  had  they  not  been  within  the  dominion  of  any  muni- 
cipality equivalent  to  that  now  complained  of.  Bnt  the  plain tiflfs 
property  was  subject  to  municipal  taxes  when  it  was  yet  in  the 
township  of  Collins,  hence,  it  is  not  subjected  to  any  new  or  even 
greater  powers  than  formerly;  it  has  been  but  transferred  from 
township  to  city.  This  element  breaks  the  force  of  the  plaintiflTs 
argument,  as  it  leaves  him  nothing  of  which  to  complain;  for  his 
complaint  is  not  that  his  municipal  burdens  are  greater  in  the  city 
than  they  were  in  the  township,  but  that  as  his  lands  are  now  sit- 
uated the  city  has  no  power  to  tax  them  hi  any  manner  whatever. 
This  is  the  bald  proposition  submitted  for  our  discussion;  a  propo- 
sition requiring  little  consideration  for  its  disposition,  since  there 
is  here  no  room  for  the  intervention  of  judicial  interference,  or  for 
the  exercise  of  judicial  discretion.  The  legislature  certainly  did 
not  exceed  its  powers  in  the  act  consolidating  the  two  muncipalities, 
and  as  both  had  the  power  of  taxation  over  their  several  territories, 
that  power  must  remain  with  the  present  coq)oration,  and  the  plain- 
tiff's lands  must  continue  liable  for  those  rates  and  levies  to  which 
it  was  subject  under  the  township  government,  otherwise  they  are 
exempt  from  those  impositions  for  the  maintenance  of  the  public 
schools,  the  support  of  the  poor  and  construction  and  repair  of  the 
highways,  from  which  no  one's  property  ought  to  be  exempt 

On  the  broad  ground,  therefore,  on  which  the  plaintiff  has  put 
his  plaint,  it  cannot  be  maintained  and  must  be  dismissed.  Con- 
sidering it,  however,  from  the  less  general,  and  most  favorable  point 
of  view  and  it  but  comes  to  this  :  That  the  taxation  is  unequal 
and  burdensome,  and  that  the  complainant  is  taxed  for  some 
things,  as  police  and  water  from  which,  however  necessary  for  the 
welfare  of  the  municipality,  he  derives  no  benefit.  Granted,  that 
the  tax  is  both  nnjust  and  unequal,  it  does  not  follow  that  the 
remedy  is  within  the  power  of  the  courts;  on  the  other  hand,  the 
contrary  has  been  expressly  ruled.  In  the  case  of  Weber  v.  Rei^ihardy 
23  P.  F.  Smith,  370;  13  Am.  Rep.  747,  Mr.  Justice  Shaeswooi> 
says,  in  commenting  on  the  case  of  The  Philadelphia  Association  v. 
Woody  3  Wright,  73,  "  the  idea  that  the  court  could  pronounce  a 
tax  unconstitutional  on  the  mere  ground  of  injustice  or  inequality, 
was  expressly  repudiated."  He  further  remarks:  "There  is  no 
provision  in  the  Constitution  that  taxation  shall  be  equal.     Sound 
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policy  requires  that  it  should  be,  so  far  as  possible,  but  perfect 
equality  is  not  possible." 

So  in  Kirby  v.  Shaw,  7  Harris,  258,  Gibson,  C.  J.,  says,  "  As 
regards  taxation,  there  is  no  limitation  of  it.  Equality  of  contri- 
bution is  not  enjoined  in  the  bill  of  rights,  and  probably,  because 
it  was  known  to  be  impracticable."  That  the  person  taxed 
derives  no  immediate  personal  benefit  from  the  purposes  to  which 
the  taxes  are  appropriated,  is,  in  like  manner,  no  argument  against 
the  constitutionality  of  the  law  imposing  them.  For  if  direct  per- 
sonal benefit  were  to  form  a  criterion  for  taxation  we  should  have 
half  the  community  clamoring  at  our  doors  for  relief.  What 
interest,  direct  and  personal,  has  the  unseated  land-owner  in  the 
schools  or  poor  of  the  borough  or  township  in  which  his  lands  lie  ? 
Or,  for  that  matter,  what  interest  has  any  one,  not  having  children 
to  educate,  in  the  schools  of  either  township,  borough  or  city? 
Why  shall  one  pay  road  tax  when  roads  are  of  no  benefit  to  himself 
or  his  property?  Why  shall  he  help  pay  the  expenses  of  a  fire 
department  when  his  property  is  so  situated  that  it  may  burn  down 
before  an  engine  can  reach  it?  Or,  why,  either  in  the  country  or 
city,  having  a  supply  of  water  on  his  own  premises,  shall  he  pay  a 
water  tax?  To  these  questions  there  is  but  one  answer ;  these 
things  are  intended  for  the  public  good,  and  hence,  every  one  is 
indirectly,  if  not  directly,  benefited  thereby;  the  taxes  levied  for 
their  maintenance  are  a  public  burden,  and,  therefore,  every  one 
must  contribute  to  its  support.  If,  however,  this  burden  rests 
unfairly  heavy  upon  some  classes  or  upon  some  individuals,  the 
remedy  is  not  with  the  courts  but  with  the  legislature.  As  is  said 
in  Kirby  v.  Shaw,  the  judiciary  could  interfere  only  **by  overstep- 
ping the  limits  of  its  sphere;  by  arrogating  to  itself  a  power  beyond 
its  province ;  by  producing  intestine  discord,  and  by  setting  an 
example  which  other  organs  of  the  government  might  not  be  slow 
to  follow."  But  tb'^  legislature  has  granted  all  the  relief  that  the 
plaintiff  and  his  class  ought,  in  reason,  to  expect  or  ask,  for  at  the 
time  of  filing  of  this  bill,  rural  lands  were  authorized  to  be  taxed 
at  but  two-thirds  of  the  ordinary  municipal  rates,  and  now,  by  the 
act  of  May  5, 1875,  Pamph.  L.  124,  at  but  one-half  those  rates. 
Thus  the  injustice  and  inequality  of  the  taxation  complained  of 
has  been,  if  not  wholly  obviated,  at  least  very  much  mitigated. 

Again,  taxation  is  peculiarly  a  legislative  function,  and,  before 
we  undertake  to  revise  it,  we  should  have  a  clear  warrant  therefor 
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in  tlie  letter  of  the  Constitution.  **  A  tax  law  must  ho  considered 
valid,  unless  it  be  for  a  purpose  in  which  the  community  taxed  has 
no  palpable  interest — when  it  is  apparent  that  the  burden  is  im- 
posed for  the  benefit  of  others,  and  when  it  would  be  so  pronounced 
at  first  blush."  Sharple^s  v.  The  Mayor  of  Philadelphia,  9  Harris, 
147  (Black,  C.  J.);  Speer  v.  Hluirsville,  14  Wright,  150  (Agxew, 
J.).  Bnt  in  the  present  case  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  commun- 
ity, called  the  city  of  Pittsburgh,  of  which  the  plaintiff  is  a  mem- 
ber, has  a  direct  and  vital  interest  in  the  taxation  complained  of, 
and  such  being  the  case,  there  is  an  end  of  our  power  to  grant  relief. 

It  will  not  do  for  us  to  stop  to  consider  the  peculiar  interests  of 
the  individual  as  segregated  from  the  community,  for  if  we  should, 
so  do,  few  tax  .laws  could  be  enforced,  since  it  often  if  not  generally 
happens  that  such  laws  bear  hardly  upoir  some  individuals,  and  not 
unfrequently  individual  interest  is  oppobod  to  that  of  the  puhlic. 
We  must  have  regard  to  the  public  welfare.  If  it  be  not  shown  to 
us  that  the  legislation  is  for  the  i>romotion  of  the  good  of  some 
other  party  or  community  than  the  one  taxed,  we  have  no  right  to 
pronounce  it  unconstitutional.  The  individual  must  be  regarded 
as  interested  in  the  pnblic  welfare,  hence  his  interest  must  be  looked 
for  in  that  of  the  community  of  which  he  forms  part.  Now,  it 
may  be  true  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  personally  benefited  by  either 
the  educational  or  poor  department  of  the  city;  but  neither  is  any 
one  not  having  children  to  educate*,  and  not  being  himself  a  pauper. 
Yet,  for  such  reixson,  we  are  hardly  prepared  to  stay  the  hand  of 
the  collector  of  school  and  poor  mtes.  He  may  not  be  personally 
benefited  by  the  fire  or  police  department;  but  the  general  munici- 
pality is  largely  benefited  thereby,  and  his  welfare  is  found  in  the 
prosperity  of  that  municipality.  As  was  well  said  by  the  learned 
master  to  whom  this  case  was  referred,  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's 
property  has  heretofore  depended  upon  the  growth  and  prosperity 
of  the  city;  but  these,  in  turn,  depend  upon  the  character  of  the 
city  streets  and  police  department,  and  upon  its  water,  gas  and 
educational  facilities.  Without  these  it  would  fall  into  decay,  and 
the  value  of  real  estate  within  the  boundaries  of  the  municipality, 
including  that  of  the  complainant,  would  be  incalculably  reduced. 
It  is  thus  apparent  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  only  a  general,  but  a . 
direct  interest  in  the  objects  which  the  taxation  complained  of  is 
intended  to  promote.  Decree  affirmed. 

Agnew,  C.  J.,  and  Sterrett,  J.,  dissent. 
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Note  bv  the  Reporter.  —  In  ronai deration  of  the  Importance  of  this  question,  we 
Bubjoln  portions  of  the  dlssenthifc  opinion  of  Agnew,  C.  J.: 

**  If  the  legls^ture  can,  by  a  mere  extension  of  boundary,  authorize  the  city  to  tax 
farm  lands  for  purely  city  purposes.  It  might,  without  extension,  direct  all  farms  within 
given  lines,  outside  of  the  city,  to  pay  these  city  taxes.  Thus,  when  we  get  rid  of  that 
confusion  of  thought  which  confounds  extension  of  boundary  and  power  of  taxation, 
we  perceive  that  taxes  laid  on  mere  farm  lands  to  pay  city  levies  applicable  only  to  the 
built-up  or  true  city,  is  nothing  more  than  an  order  to  farmers  to  pay  for  the  benefit 
of  the  city  residents;  It  Is  taking  the  money  of  A  to  pay  for  Improvements  made  for 
the  use  of  B.  This  Is  palpably  and  flagrantly  unjust,  and,  therefore,  against  common 
right.  If  the  legislature  Itself  cannot  compel  fanners  to  pay  city  taxes  for  purely 
local  purpoees  In  which  they  have  no  share,  it  Is  clear  it  cannot  authorize  the  city  to 
do  indirectly  what  It  cannot  do  directly.  An  order,  with  or  without  the  extension  of 
boundary,  upon  a  certain  class  to  pay  taxes  for  local  benefits  conferred  on  others. 
Is  wholly  different  from  a  power  to  lay  a  general  tax  for  the  support  of  government. 
The  latter  Is  a  power  to  which  every  citizen  of  a  State  submits  himself  In  considera- 
tion of  the  general  benefits  derived  from  government.  Rut  as  to  the  former,  it  is  well 
said,  in  Bradahaw  v.  The  CUu  of  Omaha^  1  Neb.  10,  that  the  object  Is  to  make  the  own- 
ers of  farms  divide  the  expense  of  supporting  the  municipal  government  with  those 
who  need  It;  that  the  true  city  is  the  built-up  part,  while  the  levy  of  taxes  on  farms  Is 
to  confiscate  property  outside  for  the  benefit  of  those  within  the  true  city.  See,  also, 
Taylor  v.  Porter^  4  HIU,  140 ;  Holden  v.  James^  11  Mass.  396. 

**The  power  of  the  legislature  Is  clear  to  divide  the  State,  for  convenient  local  gov- 
ernment, into  counties,  townships,  cities,  boroughs,  etc  ,conferrl ng  on  each  an  appro- 
priate autonomy.  But  In  doing  this,  the  powers  conferred  must  be  adapted  to  the 
ends  to  be  accomplished  by  each.  A  sound  and  large  discretion  Is  necessarily  exer- 
cised In  this  adaptation  of  powers.  But  it  Is  equally  clear  that  the  powers  conferred 
must  have  a  reasonable  appropriateness  to  the  end  proposed.  Such  an  exercise  of 
power  only  can  fairly  comport  with  the  true  and  acknowledged  principles  of  our 
American  governments,  which  are  all  founded  on  the  rights  of  the  people,  and  for 
their  *  peace,  safety  and  happiness  '  Section  2,  Declaration  of  Rights,  New  Constitu- 
tion. These  principles  are  well  stated  byJu.stlco  Chase  In  Cnliltr\.  nj:if,3  Dall.  386. 
*The  people  of  the  United  States,*  he  says,  'erected  their  C(  nstitutlons  or  forms  of 
government  to  establish  justice,  to  promote  the  general  welfare,  to  secure  the  bless- 
ings of  liberty,  and  to  protect  their  persons  and  proj)crty  from  violence.  The  purposes 
for  which  men  enter  Into  society  will  determine  the  nature  and  terms  of  the  social 
compact,  and  as  thry  are  the  foundation  of  the  hgisUUivr  power,  thry  will  decide  what 
are  the  pn>ficr  objects  of  it.  The  nature  and  eudu  of  legislative  power  will  limit  the 
ejrerciife  of  It.'  Again:  *  There  are  acts  which  the  Fedenil  or  State  legislatures  cannot 
do  without  exceeding  their  atithority.  There  are  certain  vital  principles  In  our  free 
republican  governments  which  will  determine  and  overrule  an  appare^t^  and  )I<i(;raut 
abuse  of  the  leoitiatii^e  power;  as,  to  autiiorize  manifest  injustice  by  positive  law;  or, 
to  take  away  that  security  for  ))rrmnal  libertif  or  private  property  for  the  protection 
whereof  the  government  was  established.* 

**The  same  thoughts  were  thrown  out  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  In  Fletcher  v. 
iVc/f,  6  Cranch.  87 :  *  It  may  well  be  doubted,*  he  say.s, '  whether  the  nature  of  society 
and  of  government  does  not  prescribe  some  limits  to  the  legislative  power,  and  If  any 
be  prescribed,  where  are  they  to  be  found  If  the  property  of  an  Individual,  fairly  and 
honestly  acquired,  may  be  seized  without  compensation  ?  To  the  legislature  al!  legis- 
lative power  Is  granted ;  but  the  question  whether  the  act  of  transferring  the  property 
of  an  Individual  to  the  public  be  in  the  nature  of  the  legislative  power,  is  well  worthy 
of  serious  reflection.* 

*'Tbis  is  precisely  the  question  before  us,  whether,  under  the  mere  name  or  color  of 
taxation,  the  legislature  can  confer  on  a  city  a  power  to  transfer  the  money  or  prop- 
erty of  farmers  outside  of  the  true  city  to  those  who  live  within  it,  for  purposes  by 
which  they  alone  are  benefited  ? 

**The  Inviolability  of  the  right  of  private  property  and  the  natural  boundary  of  the 
legislative  power  has  been  enforced  already  In  this  State  in  the  case  of  WatifdnoUm 
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Ave.mie^  19  P.  F.  Smith,  863,  in  these  words;  *When,  therefore,  the  Constitution 
declares  in  the  ninth  article,  that  amonff  the  inherent  and  indefeasible  rifthts  of  men 
\»  that  of  acquiring,  possessing  and  protecting  property,  that  the  people  shall  be  secure 
in  their  pfmesstom  from  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures;  that  no  one  can  be 
deprived  of  property  unless  by  the  Judgment  of  his  peers  or  the  law  of  the  land;  that 
no  man*s  property  shall  be  talcen  or  applied  to  public  use  without  just  efiwpcHsaUon 
being  made ;  that  every  man  for  au  Injury  to  his  lands  or  (jiorHte  shall  have  remedy  by 
due  course  of  law,  and  right  and  justice  administered  without  sale,  denial  or  delay, 
and  that  no  law  impairing  contracts  shall  be  made,  and  when  the  people  to  guard 
against  transfp'essiifus  of  the  high  powers  delegated  by  them  have  declared  that  all 
these  rights  are  excepted  out  of  the  general  powers  of  government,  and  shall  forever 
remain  inviolate,  they  for  their  own  safety  stamped  upon  the  right  of  private  property 
an  inviolability  which  cannot  be  frittered  away  by  verbal  criticism  on  each  separate 
clause,  nor  the  united  fagot  broken  stick  by  stick,  until  all  Its  strength  la  gone.  There 
is  a  clear  implication  from  the  primary  declaration  of  the  inherent  and  indefeasible 
right  of  property,  followed  by  the  clauses  guarding  it  against  specific  transgressions 
that  covers  it  with  an  aegis  of  protection  against  all  unjust,  unreasonable  and  palpably 
unequal  exactions,  under  any  name  or  pretext;  uor  Is  this  sanctity  incompatible  with 
ihe  taxing  power,  or  that  of  eminent  domain,  where,  for  the  good  of  the  whole  people, 
burdens  may  be  imposed  or  property  taken.  I  admit  that  the  power  to  tax  is 
unbounded  by  any  express  limit  In  the  Constitution  ;  that  it  may  be  exercised  to  the 
full  extent  of  the  public  exigency.  I  concede  that  it  differs  from  the  power  of  emi- 
nent domain,  and  has  no  thought  of  compensation  by  way  of  return  for  that  which  II 
takes  and  applies  to  the  public  good,  further  than  all  derive  benefit  from  the  purpose 
to  which  it  is  applied.  But,  nevertheless,  taxation  is  bounded  in  Its  exercise  by  its 
own  nature,  es^sential  characteristics  and  purpose.  It  must,  therefore,  vi^it  all  alike 
in  a  reasonably  practicable  way,  of  which  the  legislature  may  judfie,  but  within  the 
Just  limits  of  what  is  taxation.  Like  the  rain,  It  may  fall  upon  the  people  by  districts 
and  by  turns,  but  still  it  must  be  public  In  its  purpose  and  reasonably  Just  and  equal 
in  its  distribution,  and  cannot  sacrifice  individual  right  by  a  palpably  unjust  exaction: 
to  do  so  is  confiscation,  not  taxation ;  extortion,  not  assessment;  and  falls  within  the 
rlearly  Implied  restrictions  of  the  bill  of  rights.' 

"Therefore,  while  we  concede  the  wide  range  to  be  given  to  legislative  discretion  in 
adapting  the  means  to  the  end,  that  is,  to  the  purposes  of  h}cal  government,  there  is  a 
limit  beyond  which  the  legislative  power  cannot  sacrifice  the  sacred  right  of  private  prop- 
erty. This  limit  is  reached  when  it  palpably  and  plainly  sacrifices  this  right,  which  the 
people  themselves  have  Jealously  guarded  against  transgression  in  their  fundamental  law. 
There  must  be,  therefore,  a  reasonable  appropriateness  in  the  means  employed  to  execute 
the  legislative  purpose.  This  has  been  well  expressed  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  that 
bright  luminary  of  constitutional  law,  in  discussing  the  power  of  Congress,  under  the  19tii 
clause  of  the  8th  section  of  the  1st  article  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  to  make  all  laws 
necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  into  execution  the  Federal  powers.  'But  we  think," 
he  said,  'the  sound  construction  of  the  Constitution  must  allow  to  the  national  legislature 
that  discretion  with  regard  to  the  means  by  which  the  powers  it  confers  are  to  be  carried 
into  execution,  which  will  enable  that  body  to  perform  the  high  duties  assigned  to  it,  in  the 
manner  mo»t  hcnejlcial  to  the  people.  Let  the  end  be  legitimate,  let  it  be  within  the  scope 
of  the  ConstitutUm,  and  all  means  which  are  appropriate,  which  plainly  are  adapted  to  that 
rnd,  which  are  not  prohibited^  but  consist  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  Constitution,  are 
constitutional.'    McCulUtch  v.  Maryland^  4  Wheat.  316.    The  italics  are  mine. 

"  This  was  said  by  that  great  Jurist  of  an  express  power  to  pass  all  laws  necessary  and 
proper  to  execute  expressly  conferred  powers  — the  means  must  be  appropriate — must  be 
plainly  adapted  to  a  legitimate  end— one  not  prohibited,  but  consistent  with  the  letter  and 
spirit  of  the  Constitution.  How  much  stronger,  then,  does  the  language  apply  to  a  case 
like  this,  where  no  express  power  over  the  means  is  given,  but  the  power  is  left  to  be 
inferred  only  from  its  appropriateness. 

"  The  taxing  power  conferred  on  the  city,  therefore,  cannot  extend  to  such  a  case  as 
this,  where  a  ruinous  burden  is  laid  on  land  wholly  rural  and  outside  of  the  city  proper, 
for  purely  local  and  city  objects,  in  which  Mr.  Kelly,  the  owner,  has  no  interest.    This  dls- 
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vinciioD  oetweeu  U)c<il  taxatioa  for  purely  local  purposes,  and  general  taxation  by  the 
State,  in  which  all  are  interested,  cannot  be  overlooked  or  thrust  aside.  It  is  the  very 
pivot  of  the  question.  People  v.  Mayor  of  Brooklyn^  4  Comst.  419;  Morw  ▼.  StocTcar,  1 
Allen,  159.  It  is  not  the  extension  of  boundary  which  is  unconstitutional,  but  it  is  the 
imposition  of  a  burden,  where  it  is  palpably  and  flagrantly  unjust  and  contrary  to  com- 
mon right.    Bradshavo  v.  Ormi/io,  I  Neb.  16. 

*'  We  are  not  without  very  respectabk*  and  numerous  precedents  for  the  doctrines  con- 
tended for.  The  very  point  in  question  is  decided  In  the  following  cases:  Chceney  v. 
Ho4Nier,  9  B,  Monr.  330;  Covington  v.  Southaate,  15  id.  491;  Morford  v.  Vnger,  8  Iowa,  82; 
Langworthy  v.  Diibuqw^  13  id.  86;  FuUon  v.  Davenport^  17  id.  404;  Brad^haw  v.  Omo/to, 
1  Neb.  16.  The  opinions  in  some  of  these  cases  are  elaborate,  well  considered  and  very 
convincing  to  my  mind. 

*  *  Much  of  the  answer  given  to  this  view  of  the  natural  right  of  property  secured  by  con- 
stitutional limitations  is  a  mere  criticism  on  words.  Thus  it  is  said  the  protection  claimed 
refers  only  to  the  power  of  eminent  domain^  which  relates  to  a  taking,  not  a  taxation,  of 
property.  Even  this  clause  is  entitled  to  a  liberal  interpretation.  Pearce's  Heirs  v.  Pattony 
7  B.  Monr.  162.  But  the  declaration  of  rights  does  not  confine  its  protection  to  this  clause 
when  it  declares  the  inhereut  right  of  private  property,  and  places  it  on  the  same  hfg^ 
plane  of  protection  as  the  rights  of  life  and  liberty^  or  when  it  declares  that  the  possessions 
of  the  people,  as  well  as  their  persons,  houses  and  papers,  shall  be  secure  from  unrea^son^ 
able  seizures ;  and  when  it  asserts  that  free  governments  are  instituted  for  their  peace, 
safety  and  happiness.  Indeed,  the  whole  circle  of  fundamental  rights  rise  up  in  earnest 
protest  against  the  doctrine  of  the  absolute  despotism  of  the  l^islative  power  over  prop- 
erty; while  the  clause  relating  to  the  power  of  eminent  domain  only  strengthens  the 
protest.  It  is  not  the  province  of  the  courts,  which  stand  between  the  citizen  and  the  abuse 
of  power  by  public  servants,  to  fritter  away  these  clauses  to  mean  next  to  nothing.  Emi- 
nent domain  is  simply  high  and  eminent  domain,  and  Is  but  another  name  for  sovereignty. 
Specially,  it  is  but  one  of  the  powers  of  sovereignty,  which  includes  the  taxing  power  as 
well  as  that  which  takes.  Taxation  exacts  of  the  owner  of  property  a  share  of  the  public 
burdens,  as  his  just  proportion,  for  the  benefits  received  from  the  government.  Eminent 
domain  goes  a  step  farther,  and  takes  more  than  a  just  share,  and,  therefore,  awards  com- 
pensation for  the  excess.  People  v.  Brooklyn^  4  Comst.  420.  But  it  is  evident  that  both 
are  founded  on  the  consideration  of  benefits  conferred  in  some  form.  Sovereignty,  in  a 
constitutional  government  under  a  bill  of  rights,  imports  no  arbitrary  power  for  auy  pur- 
pose. What  is  taxation  but  a  delegated  power,  and,  therefore,  subject  to  the  fundamental 
rights  of  men.  which  government  is  intended  to  protect  when  the  exercise  of  this  power 
conflicts  with  them  without  just  cause?  If  the  power  to  tax  be  absolute  and  unbounded 
by  just  cause,  there  is  no  protection  whatever.  You  cannot  take  property  without  just 
compensation,  but  you  may  tax  it  to  destruction.  You  may  not  lop  oflf  a  limb  or  cut  off 
the  head  without  a  just  cause,  but  you  may  bleed  the  whole  trunk  to  death.  Or  if  you 
cannot  find  a  good  cause,  you  may  presume  it;  or  you  may  find  it  in  some  infinitesimal 
quantity  to  furnish  a  pretext.  Clearly,  the  power  of  taxation  is  not  so  destructive.  It  is 
bounded  by  the  exigency  which  calls  forth  its  exercise.  Kirby  v.  S/iair,  7  Harris,  259,  a 
case  admittedly  on  the  verge  of  the  taxing  power,  contains  probably  the  strongest  expres- 
sions of  the  absolute  character  of  the  taxing  power ;  yet  these  must  be  taken  in  reference 
to  the  case  itself  which  called  them  forth,  and  it  was  one  where  a  siMicial  benefit  was  con- 
ferred on  the  borough  of  Towanda,  and  the  chief  justice  made  this  the  comer  stone  of  his 
argument. 

**In  discussing  this  question,  the  advocates  of  unlimited  power  ignore  the  distinction  so 
palpable  between  the  general  power  of  taxation  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  State,  though 
laid  in  districts,  and  the  imposition  of  local  burdens  in  return  for  specific  benefits.  As  to 
the  former,  all  men  participate  more  or  less  in  the  general  advantages  of  government;  but 
there  can  be  no  such  postulate  for  the  latter  where  it  is  palpably  clear  the  local  burden  is 
imposed  without  just  cause  and  is  plainly  for  the  benefit  of  others.  And  a  court  must 
regard  a  substantial  return  not  a  merely  speculative  or  shadowy  benefit,  which  amounts  to 
no  more  than  a  pretext. 

*'  When,  therefore,  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  local  taxation  is  manifestiy  arbitrary  and 
palpably  unjust  and  without  just  cause,  when,  aocordins  to  Chief  Jostioe  Marshalt^  it  is 
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not  *  appropriate '  to  the  true  purpose  of  local  or  city  government,  it  is  not  constitutional, 
it  Infringes  the  fundamental  rights  of  the  citizen  and  Is  void.  This  is  the  rule  laid  down  in 
SliarplMa  v.  City  of  PhOaddi^hui,  9  Harris,  164,  and  many  other  cases  to  determine  the 
constitutionality  of  laws:  Fletcher  v  Peck,  «  Cranch,  87;  ('oopcr  v.  Tdfair^i  Dall.  14; 
Eakin  v.  Raxtb,  12  8.  &  R.  339;  CommonwecOth  v.  SmWiy  4  Binn.  123;  Cheency  v.  Hooser, » 
B.  Monr.  330;  Morford  v.  tJjiycr,  8  Iowa,  82;  BradRhaw  v.  Omaha,  1  Neb.  16.  In  this  case  it 
is  palpably,  clearly  plain,  that  as  to  gas,  water,  fire  and  police,  Kelly's  farm  is  taxed  for 
purely  city  purposes  in  which  it  has  no  share.  It  Is  perfectly  manifest  that  his  money  is 
transferred  to  a  local  use  fur  the  benefit  of  others  Why,  then,  shall  a  court  hesitate  to 
pronounce  the  burthen  contrary  to  right,  and  void?" 


City  op  Erie  v.  Caulkmts* 

(85  Penn.  St.  247.) 

Municipal  corporation  —  negligence  —  contrctctor. 

A:  city  employed  a  contractor  to  construct  a  sewer  in  one  of  its  streets.  By 
the  contract,  power  was  reserved  to  the  city  engineer  to  direct  changes  in  the 
time  and  manner  of  conducting  the  work,  and  the  contractor  was  held  re- 
sponsible to  indemnify  the  city  for  any  damages  it  should  be  subjected  to  in 
consequence  of  his  neglect ;  and  the  contractor  executed  a  bond  to  the  city  for 
such  indemnity.  The  plaintiff  was  injured  by  falling  into  the  excavation, 
carelessly  left  unguarded.  Held,  that  the  city  was  not  liable  to  the  plaintifiF 
therefor.     {Sec  note,  p .  647.) 

ACTION  for  personal  injuries.  The  contract  mentioned  in  the 
opinion  contained  the  following  specifications  :  *'  The  con- 
tractor will  be  required  to  guard  the  public  effectually  from  liabil- 
ity to  fall  into  the  trenches  or  from  upsetting  their  vehicles 
against  the  earth  thrown  from  them,  during  the  whole  progress  of 
the  work,  both  by  night  and  by  day  ;  and  will  be  held  responsible 
for  any  damages  the  city  may  have  to  pay  in  consequence  of  neg- 
lecting the  necessary  precautions. 

"  The  contractor  will  be  required  to  dismiss  from  his  employ- 
ment all  incompetent  or  unfaithful  persons  ;  also,  to  keep  in  per- 
fect repair,  for  six  months  after  its  completion,  the  whole  of  his 
work,  except  in  cases  where  the  repairs  may  be  rendered  necessary 
by  causes  clearly  beyond  his  control. 

"  All  the  work  to  be  commenced  and  carried  on  at  such  times 
and  in  such  places  and  in  such  a  manner  as  the  engineer  shall  di- 
rect, he  being  aided  by  his  assistants  and  inspectors.  No  work  will 
be  paid  for  unless  accepted  by  the  engineer  or  some  other  person 


Digitized  by 


Google 


JANUARY  TERM,  1878.  643 

City  of  Erie  v.  Caulkins. 

appointed  by  the  said  street  committee  for  the  purpose.  ^  The  con- 
tractor will  not  be  allowed  to  open  up  more  than  one  hundred  feet 
of  said  State  street  at  a  time  without  the  consent  of  the  city  engi- 
neer, and  he  is  to  keep  clean  the  street  after  him  so  as  not  to  in- 
terfere with  travel  any  more  than  can  be  helped.'" 

The  contractor  was  also  required  to  and  gave  a  bond  to  indem- 
nify the  city  from  any  loss  arising  from  failure  on  his  part  to  per- 
form his  duty.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment 

Theodore  A.  Lamb  and  Davenport  £  Griffith^  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Allen  &  Rosenweig  and  /.  Ross  Thompson,  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Gordon,  J.  The  accident  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  pres- 
ent case  resulted  from  the  negligence  of  certain  workmen  who 
were  engaged  in  the  erection  or  construction  of  a  sewer  for  the  city 
of  Erie.  The  excavation  for  this  sewer,  which  was  in  one  of  the 
public  streets,  having  been  carelessly  left  unguarded,  the  plaintiff, 
on  the  night  of  the  26th  of  November,  1872,  without  any  fault  of 
her  own,  fell  into  it,  and  received  the  injuries  complained  of.  The 
question  now  before  us  is,  who  is  the  responsible  party  ?  The  de- 
fendant asked  the  court  to  say  to  the  jury  that,  as  the  city  had 
contracted  with  Peter  Grant  to  construct  this  sewer,  it  was  not 
responsible  to  the  plaintiff  for  any  injury  she  might  have  sustained 
in  consequence  of  the  negligence  of  Grant,  or  his  agents  or  ser- 
vants. The  court  refused  so  to  charge,  and  this  on  the  ground 
that,  by  the  contract,  tlio  city  reserved  the  power  to  use  the  street 
during  the  progress  of  the  work,  and  to  control  the  manner  in 
which  the  work  should  be  carried  on  ;  tliat  it  retained  a  power 
over  the  men  employed  by  the  contractor,  and  that,  by  the  contract, 
it  had  provided  for  indemnity  for  any  damages  that  might  be  re- 
covered from  it,  arising  from  the  neglect  or  carelessness  of  the 
contractor  in  doing  the  work.  The  first  part  of  this  proposition 
is  not  found  in  the  contract,  except  inferentially,  from  the  stipu- 
lation therein  contained  for  the  protection  of  the  public  from  the 
danger  of  falling  into  the  trenches,  and  from  the  upsetting  of 
vehicles  on  the  earth  thrown  out  of  them.  It  is,  however,  a  mat- 
ter of  t^ourse  that,  in  all  cases  of  this  kind,  use  shall  be  had  of  such 
parts  oi  the  streets  as  are  not  occupied  by  the  contractor  ;  but  it  is 
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also  of  course,  that  the  contractor  shall  have  the  control  over  such 
parts  thereof  as  are  necessary  for  the  proper  execation  of  his  work. 
The  complaint,  however,  is  not  as  to  sach  portions  of  the  streets 
as  were  in  public  occupancy,  but  as  to  those  which,  it  is  conceded, 
were  necessarily  occupied  by  the  contractor  under  his  contract.  It 
must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  complaint  is  not  that  the  street  was 
used  in  an  unlawful  or  unauthorized  manner,  but  only  that  there 
was  neglect  in  not  erecting  such  guards,  or  in  not  maintaining 
such  lights  at  night,  as  were  necessary  to  protect  the  public  from  in- 
jury. Whether,  therefore,  the  city  did,  or  did  not,  retain  the  use 
of  the  street  unoccupied  by  the  work,  is  of  no  kind  of  significance. 
The  latter  part  of  the  court's  proposition  is  faulty  in  that  the 
converse  thereof  was  ruled  in  Wray  v.  Evans,  30  P.  F.  Smith,  102. 
In  that  case  there  was  this  provision  in  the  contract :  **  That  all 
losses,  accidents  and  damages  of  whatever  kind  and  from  whatever 
cause,  which  shall  at  any  time  happen  to  the  work,  or  any  person 
or  persons  whomsoever,  shall  be  wholly  borne  and  made  good  by 
the  party  of  the  first  part."  This  provision  was  certainly  as  specific 
as  that  in  the  contract  under  consideration,  but,  because  the  com- 
pany in  that  case  provided  against  consequences  in  which  it  could 
not  be  involved,  nothing  was  thereby  added  to  its  liability.  Just 
so  here,  because  the  city  supposed  it  might  be  liable  for  the  neg- 
ligence of  its  contractor,  and  so  provided  for  indemnity,  that  surely 
did  not  make  it  so  liable,  if  it  were  otherwise  exempt  from  the  con- 
sequences flowing  from  his  want  of  care.  If,  however,  the  broad 
statement  that  the  city  reserved  the  power,  not  only  to  control  and 
direct  the  manner  in  which  the  work  should  be  done,  but  also  the 
power  over  the  men  employed  by  the  contractor^  be  true,  then,  in- 
deed, is  the  city  responsible  for  the  negligence  of  all  who  were  en- 
gaged in  the  construction  of  the  sewer.  In  such  case  Grant  must 
be  considered  but  as  an  agent,  over  whose  acts  and  conduct,  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  work,  the  city  would  have  unlimited  control,  and 
it  must,  in  that  event,  be  answerable  for  his  negligence.  Is  this 
then  a  correct  version  of  the  contract?  This  question  can  only  be 
answered  by  that  instrument  itself.  By  the  terms  of  this  contract 
Peter  Grant  was  to  furnish  all  the  material  and  do  all  the  work 
necessary  to  build  and  complete  an  eighteen-inch  sewer,  in  State 
street,  from  the  center  of  Fifth  street  to  within  twenty  feet  of  the 
north  line  of  Ninth  street,  according  to  the  plan  and  specifications 
then  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  city  engineer,  which  were  made 
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part  of  the  contract.  The  whole  job  was  to  be  done  in  a  work- 
manlike manner,  and  under  the  supervision  and  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  city  engineer.  In  case  of  alterations  made  by  the  engineer 
in  the  specifications  he  was  to  decide  what  change,  if  any,  should 
be  made  in  the  pay  of  the  contractor.  An  estimate  was  to  be  made, 
not  oftener  than  once  every  two  weeks,  when  payment  was  to  be 
made,  according  to*  the  price  fixed  per  foot  for  tlie  work,  fifteen  per 
cent  being  retained  until  the  final  estimate  and  approval  of  the 
whole  job.  So  far,  then,  the  whole  charge  of  this  work  was  put 
into  the  hands  of  Grant,  and  the  city  had  no  power  over  it  except 
to  see  that  it  was  well  done,  and,  to  this  end,  stipulation  was  made 
for  supervision  by  the  city  engineer,  just  as  was  the  case  in  Wraif 
v.  Evans,  and  Reed  v.  Allegheny  City,  29  P.  F.  Smith,  300. 

Do  the  specifications  so  modify  and  change  the  body  of  the  con- 
tract as  to  alter  the  status  of  the  parties,  giving  the  city  such  gen- 
eral control  over  the  work  as  to  make  it  the  superior  who  shall  be 
answerable  for  Grant  and  his  employees?  Let  us  see.  By  those 
specifications  the  contractor  was  required  to  dismiss,  from  his  em- 
ploymenty  all  incompetent  or  unfaithful  persons.  In  this  we  may 
observe,  that  the  statement,  that  the  city  had  a  general  power  over 
the  men  employed  by  the  contractor,  is  too  broad,  for  the  contract 
is,  that  he  shall  dismiss,  from  his  employment,  incompetent  or  un- 
faithful employees.  Herein  the  fact  of  his  superior  and  independ- 
ent control  over  the  workmen  is  recognized,  for  if  the  city  retained 
this  power,  why  contract  with  Grant  for  the  doing  of  that  which  it 
could,  at  any  time,  do  itself?  Finally,  we  have  this  provision:  ''All 
work  to  be  commenced  and  carried  on  at  such  times,  and  in  such 
places,  and  in  such  manner  as  the  engineer  shall  direct."  The 
court  below  laid  especial  stress  upon  that  clause,  in  the  above  speci- 
fication, which  gives  the  engineer  the  power  of  directing  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  work  should  be  done,  and,  in  this,  it  is  supposed 
to  be  borne  out  by  an  expression  made  by  Judge  Strong,  in  Pain- 
ter y.  The  Mayor  of  Pittsburgh,  10  Wright,  213,  as  follows:  'Mtia 
further  ruled,  that  a  clause  in  the  contract,  by  which  the  contractor 
engaged  to  conform  the  work  to  such  further  directions  as  might  be 
given  by  the  street  commissioner,  did  not  affect  the  case ;  that  it 
only  gave  the  corporation  the  power  to  direct  the  results  of  the 
work,  without  any  control  over  the  manner  of  performing  it,  which 
control,  alone,  furnishes  a  ground  for  holding  the  master  or  princi- 
pal for  the  act  of  a  servant  or  agent."     But  the  word  manner,  in 


Digitized  by 


Google 


646  PENNSYLVANIA, 


City  of  Erie  v.  Caulklns. 


the  above  quotation,  is  evidently  considered  as  having  a  meaning  so 
general  as  to  rednco  the  contractor  to  the  grade  of  a  mei*e  servant 
or  agent.     Manner  must,  in  such  case,  mean  the  power  to  control 
the  work,  not  only  as  to  its  character,  but  also  to  the  particular 
means  used  to  accomplish  it.     This  must  needs  be  so,  for  as  we 
have  seen  in  the  case  of  Reed  v.  Allegheny,  29  P.  F.  Smith,  300,  a 
stipulation  for  general  supervision  of  the  work  -does  not  reduce  the 
contractor  to  the  grade  of  an  agent,  although  necessarily,  in  such 
case,  the  engineer  must,  to  some  extent,  control  the  manner  in 
which  the  contract  is  performed.     It  is  quite  obvious  that  the  word 
manner  must  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  contract  in  which 
it  is  found.     By  the  agreement  under  consideration,  the  work  was 
not  only  to  be  done  in  such  manner,  but  at  such  times  and  in  such 
places  as  tlie  engineer  shall  direct;   if  this  were  the  whole  of  the 
contract  the  matter  would  be  of  easy  solution;  but  turning  to  the 
body  of  the  contract,  we  find  that  Grant  was  bound  to  begin  the 
work  on  or  before  the  25th  of  October,  and  to  finish  it  by  the  25th 
of  December  following,  so  that  the  engineer's  directions  as  to  time 
must  be  limited  by  the  periods  thus  expressed:     »So  as  to  place; 
that  is  fixed  between  certain  points  on  State  street,  and  whilst  the 
engineer  might  direct  that  the  work  should  be  done  on  either  side 
or  in  the  middle  of  that  street,  as  he  might  think  would  best  sub- 
serve the  public  welfare,    his  directions  that  the  work  should  be 
done  on  some  other  street,  or  even  beyond   the  points  indicated  on 
State  street,  would  be  utterly  nugatory.     Just  so  with  reference  to 
the  manner  in  which  the  work  is  to  be  performed ;  that  is  carefully 
prescribed  in  the  specifications,  and  within  these  prescriptions  the 
engineer  may  direct,  but  not  beyond   them.      If  he  does  require 
and  direct  something  which  is  not  found  therein  he  must  then  act 
as  arbiter  between  the  contracting  parties,  and  fix  the  rate  of  com- 
pensation for  the  work  thus  required,  and  that  rate  becomes  part 
of  the  contract.     This,  initself,  exhibits  two  independent  contract- 
ing parties  who  have  provided  themselves  with  an  arbiter  to  settle 
their  disputes.     It  is  not  thus  with  mere  agents  or  servants,  for 
they  themselves  are  but  parts  of  the  means  used  by  the  master  to 
accomplish  his  design,  and  that  he  may  choose  to  alter  the  theory 
or  plan  of  the  work  before  it  is  began  or  during  its  progi'ess  is  of 
no  moment  to  them.     This  contract  contemplates  the  accomplish- 
ment of  a  certain  result ;    the  means,  so  far  as  they  are  deemed 
necessary  to  give  the  work  its  proper  character,  are  carefully  speci- 
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fied;  the  province  of  the  engineer  was  to  see  that  these  means  were 
properly  applied,  in  other  words,  to  see  that  proper  materials  and 
methods  were  used  to  produce  the  required  result.  But  in  all  this 
the  contractor  was  supreme,  for  he  had  but  to  comply  with  his  con- 
tract in  delivering  to  the  city  a  good  job  according  to  the  terms  of 
that  contract.  In  doing  this  he  was  his  own  master;  the  city  could 
not  direct  where  he  should  get  his  material,  how  he  should  bring  it 
upon  the  ground  or  how  many  men  he  should  employ.  The  city 
could  not  fill  up  the  trenches  which  he  dug  in  the  ground  desig- 
nated for  the  sewer,  neither  could  it  erect  barricades  which  he  might 
not  tear  down  if  they  obstructed  his  work;  he  was  in  the  lawful 
possession  of  that  part  [of  the  street  which  was  necessary  for  the 
fulfillment  of  his  undertaking,  and  the  city  could  not  dispossess 
him.  We  think,  therefore,  the  principle  of  master  and  servant  is 
not  to  be  discovered  in  the  contract  between  these  parties,  and  that 
the  defendant  is  not  within  the  rule  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Aonbw, 
in  Allen  v.  Willard,  7  P.  F.  Smith,  374,  that  the  liability  of  the 
employer  of  the  contractor  continues  where  he  has  not  relinquished 
his  control  over  the  work  to  be  done. 

Again  it  is  scarcely  open  to  question,  but  that  Grant  himself 
was  responsible  for  the  negligence  of  those  whom  he  employed 
about  this  work.  He  could  not  plead  that  he  was  but  an  agent, 
and  that  as  such  he  employed  the  workmen,  for  in  this  matter,  at 
least,  the  city  could  not  control  him.  These  were  his  own  servants 
who  must  look  to  him  for  their  pay  and  direction;  they  had  no 
claims  against  the  city  and  could  hold  it  responsible  for  nothing; 
even  were  they  negligent  and  unskillful  they  could  bid  the  city 
defiance  until  Grant  chose  to  discharge  them.  If  so,  then,  beyond 
controversy,  Grant  was,  to  these  employees,  the  responsible  superior 
and  there  could  be  no  other.  As  we  said  in  Wray  v.  Evans,  there 
cannot  be  two  superiors  severally  liable  for  the  acts  of  subordinate 
agents.  This  case,  therefore,  necessarily  drops  into  that  class  of 
eases  represented  by  Painter  v,  7%e  Mai/or,  10  Wright,  213;  Hunt 
v.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  1  P.  F.  Smith,  475;  Allen 
V.  Willard,  7  id.  374.  And  Reed  v.  The  City,  29  id.  300.  In  sev- 
eral  of  these  cases  this  whole  subject  has  been  very  carefully  elab- 
orated, and  we  need  not,  therefore,  undertake  to  re-discuss  the 
matter.  Judytnent  reversed. 

Note  bt  ths  Reporter.— The  leading  case  on  thi.s  subject  In  New  York  is  Blake  y. 
FprriA,  5N.  T.  48,  A.  D.  1851,  which  held  that,  where  persons,  having  a  license  toc(m« 
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■tnict  at  their  own  expense  a  sewer  in  a  public  street,  engage  another  person  to  construct 
It  at  a  stipulated  price  for  the  whole  work,  they  are  not  liable  to  third  persons  for  an^ 
injury  re8Ulting  from  the  negligent  manner  in  which  the  sewer  may  be  left  at  night  by  the 
workmen  employed  in  its  construction.  This,  it  must  be  noticed  at  the  outset,  is  not  the 
case  of  a  municipal  corporation,  having  a  duty  to  keep  its  streets  safe  for  travel.  The 
court  at  the  commencement  of  the  opinion  seem  to  recognize  this  fact  by  saying :  **  It  is 
quite  clear  that  the  building  of  the  sewer  in  question  was  not  a  city  improvement,  carried 
on  by  the  city  oiBcers  as  a  public  work.*' 

In  the  next  case.  Pack  v.  Mayor^  8  N.  Y.  222,  A.  D.  1853,  the  same  doctrine  was  applied 
on  the  authority  of  Blake  v.  Ferris^  to  the  case  of  a  municipal  corporation,  defendants  for 
an  injury  occurring  from  blasting  in  the  grading  of  a  street.  Mason,  J.,  says  the  case  is 
not  distinguishable  from  Blake  v.  Ferris.  The  opinions  are  based  on  the  principle  of  ratptttid' 
eatmpcriftr.  The  court  say:  '*  The  contract  made  between  the  defendants  and  Foster 
to  do  the  job  of  work  in  question,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  Blake  v.  Ferriit^  and  the 
cases  which  that  is  supposed  to  have  followed,  does  not  constitute  the  contractor  the 
agent  or  servant  of  the  defendants,  the  employers."  And  they  hold  that  case  is  not  altered 
by  the  condition  in  the  contract  that  the  contractor  should  conform  the  work  to  the  direc- 
tion of  the  street  commissioner  and  city  surveyor,    Johnson,  J.,  dissented. 

Precisely  like  the  last  case  in  every  particular,  and  decided  upon  the  authority  of  the 
two  preceding  cases,  Is  Kelly  v.  Mayor^  11  N.  Y.  432.  A.  D.  18M.  The  court  say :  *'Thi8 
right  of  selection ''  of  workmen  *'  lies  at  the  foundation  of  the  responsibility  of  a  master 
or  principal,  for  the  acts  of  his  servant  or  agent . " 

In  Storrs  v.  Ulica,  17  S.  Y.  101,  A.  D.  1833,  it  was  held  that  a  municipal  corporation, 
owing  to  the  public  the  duty  of  keeping  its  streets  in  a  safe  condition  for  travel,  is  liable 
to  persons  receiving  injury  from  the  neglect  to  keep  proper  lights  and  guards  around  an 
excavation  which  it  has  caused  to  be  made  in  the  street,  whether  it  has  or  has  not  con- 
tracted for  such  precautions  with  the  persons  executing  the  work  upon  contract.  The 
court  distinguished  Blake  v.  Ferris  on  the  ground  that  no  question  of  corporate 
liability  or  duty  then  arose.  They  distinguish  the  Poc/c  and  Kelly  cases  on  the  ground 
that  there  "  the  injuries  were  caused  by  the  negligent  acts  of  workmen  over  whom  the 
corporation  had  no  control,  and  done  by  them  in  the  actual  performance  of  the  very  n^trk 
contracted  for.  In  grading  the  streets  blasting  was  necessary,  but  with  the  manner  of 
doing  that  the  corporation  could  not  Interfere,*' etc.  The  court  then  criticise  BJnke  v. 
Ferriis^  by  saying :  '*  The  cause  of  the  accident  therefore  was  not  in  the  manner  in  which 
the  work  was  carried  on  by  tlie  laborers  ;  if  it  had  been,  their  immediate  employer,  and 
he  only,  was  liable  for  the  injury.  But  In  a  sense  strictly  logical,  as  it  seems  to  me,  tht» 
accident  was  the  result  of  the  work  Itself,  however  skillfully  performed.  A  ditch  cannot 
be  dug  In  a  public  street  and  left  open  and  unguarded  at  night  without  imminent  danger 
of  such  casualties.  If  they  do  occur,  who  is  the  author  of  the  mischief  ?  Is  it  not  ho  wlio 
causes  the  ditch  to  be  dug,  whether  he  does  it  with  his  own  hands,  employs  laborers,  or 
lets  it  out  by  contract"?  The  court  then  proceed:  '*)Th6  principles  suggested  become 
plain  propositions  in  the  case  of  a  municipal  corporation  which  owes  to  the  public  the 
duty  of  keeping  its  streets  in  a  safe  condition  for  travel."  "Although  the  work  may  be 
let  out  by  contract  the  corporation  still  remains  charged  with  the  care  and  control  of  the 
street  in  which  the  Improvement  is  carried  on.  The  performance  of  the  work  necessarily 
renders  the  street  unsafe  for  night  travel.  This  is  a  result  w^hich  does  not  at  all  depend 
upon  the  care  or  negligence  of  the  laborers  employed  by  the  contractor.  The  danger  arises 
from  the  veiy  nature  of  the  improvement,  and  if  it  can  be  averted  only  by  special  precau* 
tions,  such  as  placing  guards  or  lighting  the  street,  the  corporation  which  has  authorized 
the  work  is  plainly  bound  to  take  those  precautions.  The  contractor  may  very  probably 
be  bound  by  his  agreement  not  only  to  construct  the  sewer,  but  also  to  do  such  other  acts 
as  are  necessary  to  protect  travel .  But  a  municipal  corporation  cannot,  I  think,  in  this 
way,  either  avoid  indictment  in  behalf  of  the  public  or  its  liability  to  individuals  who  are 
injured  "    Roosevelt,  J.,  dissented,  and  Denio,  J.,  did  not  sit. 

The  foregoing  cases  have  ever  since  stood  as  the  law  of  New  York.  In  McCafferty  v. 
Spuytcn  Ouf/i'iV,  etc..  Company,  61  N.  Y.  178 ;  s.  c,  19  Am.  Rep.  387,  the  whole  doctrine 
was  reviewed  by  the  Commission  of  Appeals,  and  the  doctrine  of  Blake  v.  Ferrig  re-af- 
firmed.    The  prevailing  opinion  of  Earl,  C.  and  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Dwiobt,  C.» 
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contain  a  learned  review  of  all  the  cases.  The  Stom  case  was  distinguished  on  the  ground 
of  ihe  municipal  duty  to  Iceep  the  street  safe.  In  the  dissenting  opinion  the  Blake,  Pack 
and  Kdiy  cases  are  distinguished,  and  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "*  where  an  employer  is 
under  a  duty  or  an  obligation  to  another,  he  remains  liable,  although  that  duty  is  violated 
by  a  contractor  without  his  concurrence,*'  and  "  where  the  act  done  is  in  its  nature  wrong- 
ful from  the  nature  of  the  case,  resi)onsibility  cannot  be  shalcen  off  by  the  wrong-doer  in- 
terposing between  himself  and  the  injured  party  the  act  of  a  contractor/' 

In  Creed  v.  HaHman,  29  N.  Y.  591,  following  (Jongreve  v  SmttK  18  id  79,  It  was  held 
that  the  superior  contractor  is  liable  for  the  negligence  of  his  sub-contractor  where  the 
injurious  act  in  the  public  street  was  without  the  authority  of  the  municipality.  Inoba- 
HAH,  J.,  in  speaking  of  the  Blake  and  Storrs  cases,  says :  **  1  confess  that  I  have  difficulty 
In  understanding  how  the  employer  in  the  one  case  is  liable  and  not  in  the  other.  The 
digging  of  a  ditch  and  the  blasting  of  rocks  in  a  public  highway  are  both  acts  equally  dan- 
gerous to  the  traveller,  and  equally  call  for  care  against  accidents.  The  one  renders  the 
street  unsafe  for  night  travel,  and  the  other  during  the  day.'* 

The  doctrine  of  Storrs  v.  Utica  was  adopted  In  Palmer  v.  aty  of  Lincaln  (5  Neb.  188), 
25  Am.  Rep.  470. 

See,  also,  Vujf  v.  Newark,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  (36  N.  J.  17),  10  Am.  Rep.  806  ;  Kino  v.  N,  F., 
etc.,  K.  K.  Co.  (66  N.  Y.  181),  23  Am.  Rep.  87. 

In  Homan  v.  Sfrt)itey  (66  Penn.  St.  464),  5  Am.  Rep.  889,  It  was  held  that  where  the 
owner  of  a  city  lot  let  parts  of  the  work  of  erecting  a  building  thereon  to  different  persons, 
he  was  himself  liable  for  an  injury  sustained  by  a  person  falling  into  the  excavation  which 
was  insufficiently  guarded. 

On  the  distinction  between  intrinsic  danger  and  collateral  negligence,  see  particularly 
Piekard  v.  Smtth,  10  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  470,  and  Mersey  Docks  v.  Otobs,  L.  R.,  1  E.  &  I.  App.  98, 
114,115,  both  cited  in  the  dissenting  opinion  in  the  McCafferty  cage,  mpra;  Bmver  v. 
Pealc,  IQ.  B.  Div.  821. 

Scammon  v.  City  of  Chicago,  25  111.  434,  is  harmonious  with  Blake  v.  Ferris  but  the  dis- 
tinction between  municipal  and  individual  liability  Is  not  discussed. 

In  City  of  Cincinnati  v.  Stone,  6  Ohio  St.  88,  the  city  had  let  a  contract  for  paving  a 
street,  to  be  done  under  the  direction  of  the  city  engineer,  who  was  to  have  entire  control 
over  the  manner  of  doing  the  work,  and  whose  directions  were  to  be  obeyed.  The  con- 
tractor left  a  heap  of  stones  Id  the  street,  which  caused  the  flow  of  surface  water  on  the 
plaintifTs  premises.  The  dty  was  held  liable.  In  addition  to  the  retention  of  control,  the 
court  say  the  city  had  no  right  to  make  contracts  for  the  improvement  of  the  streets 
by  which  a  nuisance  should  be  created  on  adjoining  premises. 

The  doctrine  of  SUnrre  v.  Utica  was  approved  in  the  similar  case  of  Robhins  ▼.  Chicago^ 
4  Wall.  667,  679 ;  and  so  of  City  of  Springfield  v.  Le  Clair i',  49  111.  476,  and  of  City  of  Detroit 
V.  Corey,  9  Mich.  166, 187.  Cmitra,  Barry  v.  City  of  St.  Louis,  17  Mo.  121,  A.  D.  1852,  where 
the  decision  was  put  in  part  on  the  singular  ground  of  the  avoidance  of  circuity  of  action  by 
holding  the  contractor  and  him  alone  liable. 

In  City  o/JoliKt  v.  Harwood,  86  111.  110,  the  case  was  for  injury  caused  by  blasting  in  the 
construction  of  a  sewer  in  a  street.  The  case  showed  that  the  contractors  used  due  care 
and  skill,  but  the  court  enforced  the  rule  that  where  the  work  is  intrinsically  dangerous, 
however  skillfully  performed,  the  corporation  is  regarded  as  the  author  of  the  mischief, 
and  is  liable  for  any  injury  resulting  from  it,  even  if  the  work  Is  done  under  contract. 
Two  judges  dissented.    The  only  careful  consideration  was  in  the  dissenting  opinion. 

In  Lockwood  v.  New  York,  2  Hilt.  66,  one  had  contracted  with  the  water  board  of  the  de- 
fendant city  to  build  a  sewer,  and  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  was  to  remove  the  **  sheath 
piling"  ;  in  doing  this  an  adjacent  house  settled  and  was  injured,  and  the  defendant  was 
held  Uable. 

Several  cases,  not  of  municipal  relations,  Involve  the  same  principle.  In  Carmon  v. 
SteubenviUe^  etc.,R.  R.  Co.,  4  Ohio  St.  99\  the  defendant  agreed  with  contractors  for  the 
construction  of  a  part  of  their  road,  the  contract  stipulating,  among  other  things,  for  the 
removal  of  rock  by  blasting.  The  contractors  proceeding,  without  carelessness,  to  blast 
the  rock,  a  large  quantity  of  the  fragments  was  thrown  against  the  house  of  an  adjoining 
proprietor,  causing  damage.  The  defendant  was  held  liable  on  the  ground  that  the  con- 
tractors had  done  only  what  they  were  authorized  by  the  company  to  do,  that  the  doing  of 
it  had  resalted  In  a  wrong  flowing  directly  from  the  act,  and  not  from  the  manner  itself  ia 
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which  it  was  done  ;  and  that  the  defendant  was  therefore  the  principal.  So,  in  Brown  v. 
PealCy  1  Q.  B.  Div.  321,  A,  a  proprietor,  employed  B,  a  contractor,  to  tear  down  and  re> 
build  his  house,  committing  the  entire  work  to  B,  who  assumed  the  risk  of  supporting 
the  adjacent  house  of  C,  which  was  entitled  to  support  from  the  house  of  A.  Lord  Cock- 
burn,  C.  J.,  held  that  A  was  liable  to  C  for  the  injury  to  C's  house. 

In  City  of  Springfield  v.  LeCUire^  49  111.  476,  the  court  say:  ''The  construction  of  the 
sewer  by  contract  did  not  release  the  city  from  the  obligation  while  in  process  of  construc- 
tion, to  have  it  so  carried  on  as  not  to  endanger  the  lives  or  hmbs  of  travellers  upon  the 
street.  It  could  have  required  this  of  the  contractors,  and  it  was  negligence  to  omit  it.  ** 
**  There  is  no  charge  in  this  declaration  of  negligence  in  not  keephig  the  street  in  repair^ 
but  for  permitting  the  work  to  be  carried  on  in  a  street,  dangerous  in  itself,  without  proper 
safeguards,  and  which  they  neglected  to  supply.**  Disapproving  Pointer  v.  FUtsburgh^ 
46  Penn.  St.  221.    The  same  doctrine  was  followed  in  Blake  v.  St.  Lou4Sy  40  Mo.  569. 

St.  Paul  V.  Stitz,  8  Minn.  2tf7.  was  the  case  of  an  unguarded  excavation  by  a  contractor* 
'*  the  work  to  be  under  the  direction  of  the  street  commissioners.**  HelcL,  that  the  city  was 
liable.  This  was  founded  on  the  doctrine  of  SUnrs  v.  Uti4i(L,  as  well  as  on  the  clause  in  the 
contract. 

In  Mayor  atid  (My  Council  of  NoHnvlUe  v.  Brown,  9  Heisk.  1,  the  contractor  for  paving 
the  street  left  a  heap  of  sand  in  the  street  over  which  the  plaintiff  fell.  The  work  was  to 
be  done  under  the  direction  of  the  city  engineer  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  street  com- 
mittee.** The  city  was  held  liable.  Painter  v.  Pitt«?jutv7»,  46  Penn.  St.  JBl,  distinguished 
on  the  ground  that  there  the  city  had  no  control  of  the  workmen. 

In  Dillon  on  Munic.  Corp.,  §  TJa,  the  rule  is  thus  stated :  ^'Where  the  work  contraricd 
for  neceifmrHy  comAitutes  an  obxtrurtion  or  defect  in  the  street  of  such  a  nature  as  to 
render  it  unsafe  or  dangerous  for  the  purposes  of  public  travel,  unless  properly  guarded 
or  protected,  the  employer  (equally  with  the  contractor),  where  the  injury  results  direrf/|/ 
from  the  acts  which  the  contractor  engaged  to  perform,  is  liable  therefor  to  the  injured 
party.  But  the  employer  is  not  liable  where  the  obstruction  or  defect  in  the  street  is 
wholly  collateral  to  the  contract  work,  and  entirely  the  result  of  the  negligence  or  wrong- 
ful acts  of  the  contractor  or  his  servants .  **  This  rule  is  adopted  from  Robbint  v.  CMcoifu, 
4  WaU.  657,  679. 


Mullen  v.  Commissioners. 

(86  P«»nn.  St.  288.) 
Taxation  and  exemption  —  churches. 

Under  a  statute  exempting  from  taxation,  **  churches,  meetin^houseH,  or 
other  regular  places  of  Htated  worship,"  '*  in  actual  use  and  occupation  for 
the  purpose  aforesaid,"  the  land  on  which  a  church  is  in  process  of  erection 
is  not  exempt. 

APPEAL  from  decision  of  tax  commissioners.  The  agreed  case 
stated:  "It  is  agreed  that  a  cathedral  is  now  being  con- 
structed by  the  Catholics  of  the  Diocese  of  Erie,  on  their  city  lots  in 
Erie,  on  the  comer  of  Sassafras  and  Tenth  streets,  to  be  known  ag 
St.  Peter's  Cathedral;  that  said  building  is  not  yet  completed,  and 
that  work  on   same  has  been  carried  on  during  the  last  three  years 


Digitized  by 


Google 


NOVEMBER  TERM,  1877.  661 

Mullen  V.  Commissioners. 


from  time  to  time  during  each  of  said  years ;  that  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  act  of  May.  14th,  1874,  said  commissioners  have  caused 
said  referred- to  three  lots  and  the  unfinished  cathedral  thereon  to 
be  assessed  as  other  property  in  the  city  of  Erie,  and  have  refused 
to  exempt  said  property  from  taxation  because  religious  services  are 
not  held  on  said  premises — said  cathedral  not  being  completed,  and 
because  it  is  claimed  by  them  said  property  is  not  such  property  as 
should  be  exempt  from  taxation;  that  no  religious  services  have 
been  held  on  said  premises  except  the  ordinary  services  when  the 
corner  stone  of  said  cathedral  was  laid." 

The  act  of  May  14th,  1874,  Pamph.  L.  158,  provides  that  "all 
churches,  meeting-houses  or  other  regular  places  of  stated  worship, 
with  the  grounds  thereto  annexed  necessary  for  the  occupation  and 
enjoyment  of  the  same  *  *  *  be  and  the  same  are  hereby 
exempted  from  all  and  every  county,  city,  borough,  bounty,  road, 
school  and  poor  tax;  provided,  that  all  property,  real  or  personal, 
other  than  that  which  is  in  actual  use  and  occupation  for  the  pur- 
pose aforesaid,  and  from  which  any  income  or  revenue  is  derived, 
shall  be  subject  to  taxation,  except  where  exempted  by  law  for 
State  purposes,  and  nothing  herein  contained  shall  exempt  same 
therefrom." 

The  commissioners  refused  to  allow  the  exemption. 

Davenport  £  Griffith,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

D.  B,  McCreary  and  Frank  Ounnison,  for  defendants  in  error. 

Agnew,  C.  J.  If  any  thing  be  plain  in  the  Constitution,  and  the 
law  passed  to  carry  out  the  second  clause  of  the  first  sec^tion  of  the 
eighth  article  relating  to  exemptions  of  churches  from  taxation,  it 
is  that  a  place  of  actual  religious  worship  only  can  be  exempted,  A 
marked  feature  of  this  clause,  which  controls  its  interpretation,  is, 
that  no  such  woixis  were  used  as  churches,  meeting-houses,  or 
other,  to  designate  the  buildings  themselves,  but  to  prevent  ali 
doubt,  the  convention  used  the  words  "  actual  places  of  religious 
worship."  In  so  doing,  that  body  confined  the  scope  of  legislative 
power  to  the  very  tcse  itself ;  thus  taking  away  all  excuse  for  loose 
interpretation  as  to  the  character  of  the  building.  It  must  be  a 
place  of  religioiis  worship.  What  more  definite,  to  describe  the  use 
made  of  the  place  —  a  place,  be  it  church,  chapel,  meeting-house, 
or  cathedral  ?  The  word  "  place  "  expresses  simply  locality ,  not  kiyid^ 
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and  hence  qualifying  words  were  necessary  to  denote  the  kind  of 
place;  therefore  the  convention  said,  "of  religious  worship."  And 
not  content  with  a  single  qualifying  expression,  it  prefixed  the 
word  actual — "an  actual  place  of  religious  worship,"  Without 
religious  worship  hold  in  it,  the  place  has  no  character.  The  con- 
vention did  not  mean  to  exempt  a  place  merely;  for  this  would  be 
unmeaning,  without  some  thing  to  characterize  the  place.  But 
when  that  body  said,  "  an  actual  place  of  religious  worship,"  it 
expressed  a  general  thought,  which  would  embrace  all  kinds  of 
buildings  by  simply  defining  the  use,  which  was  to  be  the  ground 
of  exemption.  The  debates  in  the  convention  clearly  indicate  this 
meaning  and  hence  it  was  said  this  language  would  not  include 
buildings  put  up  for  church  purposes,  as  for  Sunday  schools,  lec- 
tures, and  parsonages. 

When  we  reach  tlie  act  of  14th  May,  1874,  passed  to  carry  out 
the  exemption  clause  in  the  Constitution,  we  discover,  from  its  title 
and  its  text,  the  legislature  intended  to  hold  to  the  definition  in  the 
Constitution.  Thns  the  title  says,  "places  of  religious  worship;" 
and  the  text  says,  ''all  churches,  meeting-houses,  or  other  regular 
places  of  stated  worship."  They  must  be  places  of  stated  worehip. 
The  word  ''stated"  means  fixed,  established,  occurring  at  regular 
times,  as  stated  hours  of  business.  So,  statedly  means  at  certain 
times,  not  occasionally.  But  the  legislature  was  not  content  with 
the  word  "stated,"  and  the  word  "  regular"  was  prefixed,  and  the 
sentence  became,  "  regular  place  of  stated  worship."  It  would 
be  hard  to  find  language  that  more  clearly  defines  the  use,  which  is 
the  ground  of  the  exemption. 

It  is  thus  clear,  from  both  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  it  is  the 
use,  not  the  building,  which  defines  the  exemption.  But  the  use 
which  is  made  of  a  place  is  a  present  fact:  not  something  ideal  or 
in  contemplation  merely.  If  religious  or  public  worship  have  not 
been  held  in  the  place,  indeed,  statedly  held  in  it,  the  place  itself 
has  not  a  character.  At  some  day,  distant  or  near,  it  may  be 
intended  to  be  used  for  stated  public  worship,  but  the  fact  that  it 
is  not  now  used  strips  it  of  its  only  title  to  exemption.  This  cathe- 
dral, a  misnomer,  indeed,  for  it  is  only  an  unfinished  structure, 
intended  to  become  a  cathedral,  has  been  in  the  course  of  construc- 
tion several  yeai's,  and  when  it  will  be  finished  and  used  for  religous 
worship  we  know  not.  The  great  cathedral  on  Eighteenth  street, 
in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  was  many  years  in   progress  before  it 
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was  finished  —  probably  twenty.  A  building  intended  for  a  church 
may  never  be  finished,  or  its  use  may  be  changed.  On  what  prin- 
ciple, under  the  new  Constitution,  should  the  property  be  exempted 
from  taxation  before  it  can  be  used,  when  it  is  the  use  only  which 
gives  it  a  title  to  exemption  ? 

An  argument  is  founded  on  the  instance  of  unfinished  court- 
houses, jails,  school-houses,  etc.  It  is  inapplicable,  however,  for 
these  buildings  belong  to  a  different  branch  of  the  exemption 
clause.  It  reads,  "  exempt  from  taxation  public  property  used  for 
public  purposes,  actual  places  of  religious  worship,  places  of  burial," 
etc.  The  first  and  second  branches  are  wholly  dissimilar.  In  the 
former  the  words  "public  property"  have  a  wider  meaning,  and 
possibly  might  cover  an  unfinished  building  upon  it,  not  yet  in  use. 
It  might  be  argued  that  the  property  is  used  for  a  public  purpose 
when  a  commencement  to  build  is  made  upon  it.  But  this  cannot 
be  attributed  to  the  expressions  "actual  place  of  religious  worship," 
or  "  a  regular  place  of  stated  worship,"  as  we  have  seen  it  is  the 
use  which  defines  the  place  or  locality  used,  in  order  to  give  ground 
for  the  exemption. 

It  is  therefore  clear  that  this  unfinished  structure,  misnamed  a 
cathedral,  is  not  an  actual  place  of  religious  worship  as  defined  in 
the  Constitution,  nor  a  regular  place  of  stated  worship,  as  described 
in  the  law,  and  is,  therefore,  not  entitled  to  exemption  from  pay* 
ment  of  taxes.     The  judgment  should  be  aflSrmed. 

Mercur,  J.,  dissents.  Judgment  affirmed^ 


Hoag  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  Bailroad  Company, 

(85PeDn.  St.208.) 
Negligence  —  remote  and  proximate  eatise. 

An  oil  train  on  defendant's  railway  was  thrown  from  the  track  by  a  recent 
land  slide,  and  the  oil-tanks  bursting,  the  oil  became  ignited  and  ran  down 
into  an  adjoining  creek,  swollen  by  recent  rains,  and  flowing  down  the  creek. 
Bet  fire  to  and  destroyed  the  plaintifTs  buildings  three  or  four  hundred  feet 
distant.  Held,  that  even  if  defendants  were  negligent,  the  damage  was  too 
remote  to  warrant  a  recovery  * 

*  See  Fent  v.  Toledo,  etc.,  R.  Co,  (69  111.  349),  14  Am.  Rep.  13:  KeOogo  v.  Ch(eaoo,  etc,^  R 
Co.  (%  Wis.  228),  7  Am.  Rep.  69,  and  note,  80;  Webb  v.  Rome,  etc.,  R.  Co.  (49  N.  T.  42(9, 
10  Am.  Rep.  889;  Atchimru,  eU.,  R.  Co.  v.  Stanford  (12  Kans.  354),  15  Am.  Rep.  389; 
Delaware,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Calmon  (89  N.  J.  299),  28  Am .  Rep.  814 ;  CUmens'v.  Hannibal^ eU^ 
R.  Co.  (68 Mo.  366),  14  Am.  Rep.  400. 
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ACTION  for  negligence.     The  opinion  states  the  facts.    A  ver- 
dict was  directed  for  defendants. 

Charles  W.  Hockey,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

McAlmoht  £  Osborn,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Paxson,  J.  This  was  an  action  on  the  case  to  recover  compensa- 
tion for  certain  property  destroyed  by  fire,  caused,  as  was  alleged, 
by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants.  The  facts,  so  far  as  they  are 
essential  to  elucidate  the  point  in  controversy,  are  as  follows:  The 
plaintiffs  were  the  occupiers  of  a  piece  of  land  situated  within  the 
limits  of  Oil  City,  on  the  western  bank  of  Oil  creek.  The  railroad 
of  defendants  is  constructed  along  said  creek,  over  the  land  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  at  the  base  of  a  high  hill.  On  the  afternoon  of 
April  6,  1873,  during  a  rain  storm,  there  was  a  small  slide  of 
earth  and  rock  from  the  hill-side  down  to  and  upon  the  railroad. 
About  ten  minutes  prior  to  the  accident,  one  of  the  defendants' 
engines  had  passed  over  the  road  in  safety.  At  that  time  no  slide 
had  occurred.  This  engine  was  followed  in  a  few  minutes  by 
another  engine  drawing  a  train  of  cars  loaded  with  crude  oil  m 
bulk.  The  latter  engine  ran  into  the  slide,  was  thrown  off  the 
track,  ran  on  about  one  hundred  to  one  hundred  and  fifty  feet, 
when  the  tender,  which  was  in  front  of  the  engine,  was  overturned 
into  Oil  creek;  the  engine  itself  was  partly  overturned;  two  or 
three  oil  cars  became  piled  up  on  the  track  and  burst  The  oil 
took  fire,  was  carried  down  the  creek,  then  swollen  by  the  rain, 
for  several  hundred  feet,  set  fire  to  the  property  of  the  plaintiff 
and  partly  consumed  it.  The  question  of  negligence  in  defendants^ 
engineer  in  not  seeing  the  obstruction  and  stopping  his  train  before 
reaching  it  is  not  raised  upon  this  record,  and  need  not  be  discussed. 
The  only  question  for  our  consideration  is,  whether  the  negligence 
of  the  defendants'  servants  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury 
to  the  plaintiffs'  property.  The  answer  to  the  plaintiffs'  third 
point,  embraced  in  the  second  specification  of  error,  raises  this 
question  distinctly.  The  court  was  asked  to  say:  "That  if  the 
jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  accident  complained  of 
was  the  result  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  and  that 
by  reason  of  such  negligence,  the  oil,  ignited  by  the  engine  attached 
to  the  train,  ran  immediately  down  to  Oil  creek,  where  it  was  carried 
by  the  current  in  the  space  of  a  few  minutes  to  the  property  of  the 
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plaintiffs,  when  it  set  fire  to  and  destroyed  said  property,  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  recover,  provided  they  did  not  in  any  manner 
contribute  to  said  accident."  The  court  answered  this  point  in 
the  negative,  and  then  instructed  the  jury  that,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
upon  the  facts  in  the  case,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover, 
which  instruction  is  assigned  here  for  error. 

It  was  strongly  urged  that  the  court  erred  in  withdrawing  the 
case  from  the  jury,  and  the  recent  cases  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Hope,  30  P.  F.  Smith,  373;  U  Am.  Rep.  100;  and  Ray  dure 
V.  Knighty  2  W.  N.  C.  713,  were  cited  as  supporting  this  view.  In 
the  case  first  cited  it  was  said  by  the  chief  justice,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  "  We  agree  with  the  court  below  that  the 
question  of  proximity  was  one  of  fact  peculiarly  for  the  jury.  How 
near  or  remote  each  fact  is  to  its  next  succeeding  fact  in  the  con- 
catenation of  circumstances  from  the  prime  cause  to  the  end  of  the 
succession  of  facts  which  is  immediately  linked  to  the  injury,  neces- 
sarily must  be  determined  by  the  jury.  These  facts  or  circum- 
stances constitute  the  case,  and  depend  upon  the  evidence.  The 
jury, must  determine,  therefore,  whether  the  facts  constitute  a  suc- 
cession of  events,  so  linked  together  that  they  become  a  natural 
whole,  or  whether  the  chain  of  events  is  so  broken  that  they  become 
independent,  and  the  final  result  cannot  be  said  to  be  the  natural  and 
probable  consequence  of  the  primary  cause,  the  negligence  of  the 
defendants."  The  case  of  Raydure  v.  Knight  was  meagerly  pre- 
sented; the  charge  of  the  court  was  not  sent  up,  and  a  majority  of 
the  court  were  of  opinion  that  no  sufficient  cause  for  reversing^ 
the  judgment  had  been  shown.  I  am  unable  to  see  any  special 
bearing  this  case  has  upon  the  question  before  us.  The  doctrine 
laid  down  in  the  Railroad  Co.  v.  Hope,  and  to  be  gathered  incident- 
ally perhaps  from  Raydure  v.  Knight,  is,  that  the  question  of  prox- 
imate cause  is  to  be  decided  by  the  jury  upon  all  the  facts  in  the 
case;  that  they  are  to  ascertain  the  relation  of  one  fact  to  another, 
and  how  far  there  is  a  continuation  of  the  causation  by  which  the 
result  is  linked  to  the  cause  by  an  unbroken  chain  of  events,  each 
one  of  which  is  the  natural,  foreseen,  and  necessary  result  of  such 
cause.  But  it  has  never  been  held  that,  when  the  facts  of  a  case 
have  been  ascertained,  the  court  may  not  apply  the  law  to  the  facts. 
This  is  done  daily  upon  special  verdicts  and  reserved  points.  Thus, 
in  the  Railroad  Co.  v.  K^r,  12  P.  P.  Smith,  353;  1  Am.  Rep.  431, 
a  case  bearing  a  striking  analogy  to  thi^,  the  court  submitted  the 
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question  of  negligence  to  the  jury,  but  i*eservcd  the  question  of 
proximate  cause  upon  the  undisputed  facts  of  the  case.  Of  coui-se 
this  could  not  have  been  done  if  the  facts  were  in  dispute.  A 
reserved  point  must  be  based  upon  facts  admitted  in  the  cause  or 
found  by  the  jury.  In  questions  of  negligence  it  has  been  repeat- 
edly held  that  certain  facts  when  established  amount  to  negligence 
per  se:  Railroad  Co.  v.  Stinger,  28  P.  F.  Smith,  219;  McCully 
V.  Clarke,  4  Wright,  399 ;  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co,  v.  Bar- 
neit,  9  P.  F.  Smith,  259  ;  while  in  Raydure  v.  Knight,  supra,  the 
court  below,  in  answer  to  the  defendants'  second  point,  instructed 
the  jury  that  if  certain  facts  were  believed  by  them,  the  negligence 
complained  of  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  to  plaintiffs 
property.  This  ruling  was  affirmed  by  this  court.  I  do  not  under- 
stand the  decision  in  the  Railroad  Co.  v.  Hope  to  be  in  conflict 
with  this  view.  It  remains  to  apply  the  principle  to  the  case  be- 
fore us.  There  is  not  a  particle  of  conflict  in  the  evidence,  so 
far  as  it  affects  the  question  of  proximate  cause.  This  was 
doubtless  the  reason  why  the  plaintifi's  assumed  the  facts  in  their 
third  point.  They  would  not  have  been  justified  in  doing  so  had 
not  the  facts  been  admitted,  nor  is  it  likely  the  learned  judge 
would  have  answered  it.  We  may,  therefore,  regard  the  plaintiff's 
third  point  as  a  i)raycr  for  instructions  tipon  the  undisputed  fficts 
of  the  case.  Can  it  be  doubted  that  the  court  had  the  right  to 
give  a  binding  instruction  ?     We  think  not. 

But  one  question  remains.  Was  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ants'servants,  in  not  seeing  the  land-slide,  and  stopping  the  train 
before  reaching  it,  the  proximate  cause  of  the  destruction  of  the 
plaintiff's  property  ?  We  need  not  enter  into  an  extended  discus- 
sion of  the  delicate  questions  suggested  by  this  inquiry.  That  has 
been  done  so  fully  in  two  of  the  cases  cited  as  to  render  it  unneces- 
sary. A  man's  responsibility  for  his  negligence  and  that  of  his 
servants  must  end  somewhere.  There  is  a  possibility  of  carrying 
an  admittedly  correct  pnnciple  too  far.  It  may  be  extended  so  as 
to  reach  the  reductio  ad  absnrdum.  so  far  as  it  applies  to  the  pi*ac- 
tical  business  of  life.  We  think  this  difficulty  may  be  avoided  by 
adhering  to  the  principle  substantially  recognized  in  The  Railroad 
Company  v.  Kerr,  and  TTie  Railroad  Company  v.  Ifope,  supra, 
that  in  determining  what  is  proximate  cause,  the  true  rule  is  that 
the  injury  must  be  the  natural  and  probable  consequence  of 
the  negligence  —  such   a  consequence  as,  under    the    surroand- 
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ing  circumstances  of  the  case,  might  and  ought  to  have  been 
foreseen  by  the  wrong-doer  as  likely  to  flow  from  his  act 
This  is  not  a  limitation  of  the  maxim  causa  proxima  non  remota 
spectatur;  it  only  affects  its  application.  There  may  be  cases  to 
which  such  a  rule  would  not  apply,  but  this  certainly  is  not  one. 
It  would  be  unreasonable  to  hold  that  the  engineer  of  the  train 
could  have  anticipated  the  burning  of  the  plaintiflTs  property  as  a 
consequence  likely  to  flow  from  his  negligence  in  not  looking  out 
and  seeing  the  land-slide.  The  obstruction  itself  was  unexpected. 
An  engine  had  passed  along  within  ten  minutes,  with  a  clear  tmck. 
But  the  obstruction  was  there,  and  the  tender  struck  it.  The 
probable  consequence  of  the  collision,  such  as  the  engineer  would 
have  a  right  to  expect,  would  be  the  throwing  of  the  engine  and  a 
portion  of  the  train  off  the  track.  Was  he  to  anticipate  the 
bursting  of  the  oil-tanks ;  the  oil  taking  fire ;  the  burning  oil 
running  into  and  being  carried  down  the  stream  ;  and  the  sudden 
rising  of  the  waters  of  the  stream  by  means  of  which,  in  part  at 
least,  the  burning  oil  set  fire  to  the  plaintiff's  building  ?  This 
would  be  a  severe  rule  to  apply,  and  might  have  made  the  defend- 
ants responsible  for  the  destruction  of  property  for  miles  down  Oil 
creek.  The  water  was  an  intervening  agent,  that  carried  the  fire, 
just  as  the  air  carried  the  sparks  in  the  case  of  the  Railroad  Com- 
pany  v.  Kerr.  It  is  manifest  that  the  negligence  was  the  remote 
and  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  build- 
ing. The  learned  judge  ruled  the  case  upon  sound  principles,  and 
his  judgment  is  affirmed.  Judginent  affimied. 


Dorset  v.  Abrams. 

(85  Penn.  St.  209.) 

Negotiable  paper  —  eertifiration  of  cheek  not  in  usual  course  of  business, 

A.  drew  upon  a  bank  in  which  he  had  no  funds  a  check  reciting  that  it  was 
••  to  hold  as  collateral."  etc.  The  cashier  certified  it.  Held,  that  the  bank 
was  not  bound  by  such  certification,  the  check  manifestly  not  being  in  the 
usual  course  of  banking  business. 

ASSUMPSIT.    The  opinion  states  the  facts.     Judgment  for  de- 
fendants. 

Corbett  £  Clark  and  Knox  <&  Moffett,  for  plaintiff  in  error* 
SToL.  XXVn  — 83 
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James  Campbell,  Wilson  £  Jenks  and  David  Leiwsofi,  for  defend- 
ants in  error. 

Paxson,  J.  This  was  a  suit  brought  against  the  defendants,  an 
unincorporated  banking  association,  to  recover  the  amount  of  a 
check  held  by  the  plaintiff,  a  copy  of  which  is  here  given  : — 

"No.  East  Brady,  Pa.,  Dec.  30,  1875. 

Citizens'  Savings  Bank,  East  Brady,  Pa.,  pay  to  P.  Dorsey, 

Esq.,  or  order,  two  thousand  dollars. 

To  hold  as  collateral  for  1000  P.  T.         Jaw  lurr^n ^^^« 

oil,  pipage  paid  to  Jan.  4,  1876.  }  ^'  ^'  McCullough. 

Good  when  properly  indorsed. 

J.  Y.  Foster. 

Indorsement  on  back  of  check.  P.  Dorsey." 

The  J.  Y.  Foster  who  certified  the  check  is  the  cashier  of  the 
defendants'  bank.  It  was  alleged  upon  the  trial,  and  there  is  evi- 
dence tending  to  prove,  that  the  certificate  of  Mr.  Foster  was  a 
forgery.  The  plaintiff  contended  that  if  a  forgery,  Mr.  Foster  had 
recognized  and  confirmed  it  by  his  subsequent  acts  and  decla- 
rations. Wo  do  not  regard  the  question  of  the  alleged  forgery  as 
an  important  element  in  the  discussion  of  the  case.  It  was  con- 
ceded that  at  the  time  McCullough  drew  the  clieck  upon  the  bank, 
he  had  no  funds  there  and  no  right  to  draw.  It  is  also  apimrent 
that  the  check  was  entirely  out  of  the  usual  course  of  banking 
business.  This  is  plain  from  the  face  of  the  instrument.  Instead 
of  being  a  mere  order  upon  a  bank  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of  money 
to  a  peraon  therein  designated,  or  to  bearer,  it  has  the  significant 
indorsement  in  one  corner,  "to  hold  as  collateral  for  1000  P.  T. 
oil,"  etc.  This  mdicates  plainly  that  the  check  was  given  merely 
as  coUateml  security  for  the  delivery  of  the  oil.  If  any  doubt 
could  exis6  upon  this  point  it  is  put  at  rest  by  the  testimony  of 
Dorsey  (plaintiff)  himself.  He  says:  "The  first  check  was 
given  for  borrowed  oil ;  if  the  oil  was  not  returned  the  check  was 
to  be  paid  ;  that  check  was  carried  for  thirty  days ;  supposed  it 
was  all  right  and  not  forged  ;  the  second  check  was  taken  when  oil 
was  advancing,  and  I  would  not  extend  the  check  without  he  would 
give  me  a  check  which  would  secure  me  for  the  return  of  the  oil." 
If  the  ertificate  of  Foster  that  the  check  was  "good  when  prop- 
erly indorsed  "  is  to  bind  the  bank,  than  the  cashier  has  made  the 


Digitized  by 


Google 


NOVEMBER  TERM,  1877.  669 

Doreey  y.  Abrams. 

bank  secarity  for  the  delivery  of  2,000  barrels  of  oil.  This  he  could 
not  do  without  authority.  It  is  an  act  entirely  outside  of  any  of 
the  ordinary,  recognized  duties  of  the  cashier  of  a  bank.  There  is 
not  a  word  in  the  evidence  to  show  that  the  defendants  or  any  of 
them  knew  of  this  transaction,  much  less  sanctioned  it  An  at- 
tempt was  made  to  show  a  similar  course  of  dealings  by  the  bank 
as  to  prior  transactions,  that  is  to  say,  to  certify  checks  drawn 
without  funds,  to  be  held  as  collateral  for  oil.  It  was  not  success- 
ful, however.  The  checks  certified  were  what  the  witnesses  call 
'' straight  checks,"  by  which  we  understand  commercial  checks 
for  the  payment  of  money  free  from  clog  or  condition.  As  to  such 
checks  it  is  not  perhaps  outside  of  the  line  of  a  cashier's  duties  to 
certify  them  when  requested,  and  the  drawer  has  the  funds  in  the 
bank.  It  has  been  decided  that  he  has  a  right  to  make  such  a  cer- 
tificate by  virtue  of  his  office.  Cooke  v.  The  Bank,  52  N.  Y.  96  ; 
11  Am.  Bep.  667.  The  effect  of  such  a  certificate  we  need  not  dis- 
cuss, as  the  question  is  not  before  us.  Nor  need  we  consider  at 
length  the  proposition  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  face  of  the  check  was  noticed  that  it  was  not  drawn 
in  the  usual  course  of  business ;  that  it  was  not  a  commercial  check. 
The  plaintiff's  own  testimony  shows,  as  we  have  seen,  that  he  was 
to  hold  it  only  as  security  for  the  oil.  He  had  no  right  to  draw 
the  money  upon  the  check  until  default  in  the  delivery  of  the  oil. 
There  was  ample  to  put  him  upon  inquiry  as  to  the  authority  of 
the  cashier. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  learned  judge  of  the  court  below  was 
entirely  accurate  in  his  rulings  embraced  in  the  first  assignment 
This  practically  disposes  of  the  case.  We  may  say,  however,  in  re- 
gard to  the  fifth  assignment,  that  the  point  referred  to  was  not 
based  upon  any  evidence  in  the  cause.  There  was  no  error  there- 
fore in  declining  to  answer. 

Judgment  affirmed- 
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Safe  Deposit  Company  v.  Pollock. 

(85  Peno.  St.  391.) 

Negligence  —  safe  deposit  company  —  etidenes. 

A  safe  deposit  oompanj  for  hire  undertook  to  * '  keep  a  constant  and  adequate 
guard  and  watch  over  and  upon  the  burglar  proof-safe,"  rented  by  plain- 
tiff, and  to  protect  its  contents  from  dishonesty  of  the  company's  employees. 
Some  bonds  which  the  plaintiff  had  deposited  in  the  safe  disappeared.  Heldt 
that  the  company  was  bound  to  explain  their  absence. 

ACTION  for  negligence.    The  opinion  states  the  case.     Plaintiff 
had  judgment 

M.  W.  Acheson  and  J  S.  £  A.  P,  Morrison,  for  plaintiff  in 
error.  The  defendant  was  not,  properly  speaking,  a  depositary. 
Evidence  that  the  goods  are  missing  when  called  for,  does  not  of 
itself  establisli  negligence  in  the  bailee.  Oilbart  v.  Dahy  6  Ad.  & 
E.  543  ;  Midland  Railway  Co.  v.  Brovileyy  33  Eng.  Law  and  Eq. 
235  ;  17  C.  B.  37*^  ;  Harris  v.  Fachwood,  3  Taunt.  267  ;  Marsh  v. 
Home,  5  B.  &  C.  322,  327. 

Thomas  M.  Marshall,  John  H.  Bailey  and  Christopher  Magee^ 
for  defendant  in  error. 

Mehcur,  J.  This  action  was  brought  against  the  plaintiff 
in  error  to  recover  for  the  loss  of  some  government  bonds.  Its 
general  business  is  indicated  by  its  name.  It  took  two  classes 
of  risks ;  in  one  class  it  became  the  absolute  guarantor  of  the 
safety  of  the  deposit ;  in  the  other  its  liability  was  qualified  and 
restricted.  The  present  case  arose  under  the  latter  class.  The  de- 
fendant in  error  rented  a  safe  in  the  burglar-proof  vault  of  the 
company,  subject,  inter  alia,  to  the  following  rules  and  regula- 
tions : 

"Whenever  a  party  rents  a  safe,  and  deposits  therein  at  pleas- 
ure,  contents  not  being  made  known  to  the  company,  its  liability 
is  limited  : 

''  1.  To  the  keeping  of  a  constant  and  adequate  guard  and  watch 
over  and  upon  the  burglar-proof  safe. 
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"2.  To  the  prevention  of  access  by  any  renter  to  the  safe  of  any 
other  renter. 

**  3.  To  the  protection  of  safes  and  contents  from  any  dishonesty 
on  the  part  of  any  of  the  company's  employees." 

He  renewed  the  lease  annually  several  times  and  paid  the  re- 
quired rent  The  safe  is  closed  by  an  iron  door,  to  which  a  lock 
is  attached.  The  valuables  are  placed  in  a  tin  box,  made  to  fit 
into  the  safe  like  a  drawer.  In  this  box  and  safe  he  placed  several 
thousand  dollars  in  government  bonds,  and  had  the  exclusive  pos- 
session of  the  keys  to  the  safe. 

As  the  interest  fell  due  on  the  bonds,  he  took  them  out,  cut  the 
coupons  therefrom,  and  replaced  them  in  the  safe  and  locked  it 
again.  Finally,  on  taking  out  the  envelope  containing  the  bonds; 
for  the  same  purpose,  he  discovered  that  four  bonds,  two  of  $1,000 
each,  and  two  of  1500  each,  had  disappeared  therefrom.  The  jury 
have  found  that  he  put  them  in  the  safe  and  did  not  remove  them 
therefrom. 

There  was  no  evidence  that  the  vault  or  safe  had  been  broken 
nor  that  the  lock  had  been  tampered  with.  These  facts  being  un- 
questioned, and  the  bonds  having  been  taken  from  the  safe,  it 
necessarily  follows  that  it  had  been  opened  with  a  key  suited 
to  the  lock.  In  order  to  get  access  to  the  safe  a  person  would  be 
obliged  to  step  into  the  vault.  If  he  entered  during  business  hours 
one  key  would  enable  him  to  procure  the  bonds.  If  at  other  hours 
it  would  require  two  keys  to  reach  them  from  the  office.  The  fact 
that  the  bonds  were  taken  under  these  circumstances,  was  certainly 
some  evidence  that  the  company  had  not  kept  "  a  constant  and 
adequate  guard  and  watch  over  and  upon  the  safe,"  as  by  its  agree- 
ment it  was  bound  to  do.  It  further  agreed  to  prevent  the  access 
of  any  other  renter  to  the  safe  of  the  defendant  in  error,  and  to 
protect  his  safe  and  its  contents  from  any  dishonesty  of  the  com- 
pany's employees.  If  any  third  persons  were  given  access  to  the 
vault  under  circumstances  that  would  have  enabled  them  to  un- 
lock the  safe  and  remove  the  bonds,  and  they  had  so  done,  although 
a  contingency  not  provided  for  in  the  agreement,  yet  it  cannot  be 
pretended  that  it  would  not  be  evidence  of  a  want  of  ordinary  care. 
So,  if  the  bonds  were  purloined  by  either  renter  or  employee,  it  was 
certainly  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an  omission  on  the  part  of 
the  company  to  exercise  that  ordinary  care  and  vigilance  which 
men  ordinarily  exercise  and  ought  to  exercise  under  such  circum- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


R62  PENNSYTA^ANIA, 

IJidwiii  V.  I  iiy  nf  I'iiisburgh. 


Stances  in  the  protection  of  their  own  property.  The  vault  and 
the  safe  were  in  the  possession  and  under  the  protection  of  the  com- 
pany. The  manner  m  whieli  the  bonds  were  most  probably  taken 
shifted  the  burden  of  proof.  It  threw  upon  the  company  the 
necessity  of  making  some  explanation  to  rebut  lU  prima  facie  neg- 
ligence. The  case  is  not  like  Finucane  v.  Small,  1  Esp.  315,  in 
which  there  was  no  expressed  agreement  as  to  the  care  to  be  exer- 
cised. Nor  is  it  like  Farnham  v.  Camden  and  Amboy  Railroad  Co,, 
5  P.  F.  Smith,  53,  where  it  was  held  that  proof  merely  of  loss  was 
not  sufficient  to  put  the  bailee  on  his  defense.  The  evidence  in 
the  present  case  of  the  defendant  in  error  did  not  stop  with  merely 
showing  the  loss.  It  showed  the  bonds  had  been  abstracted  by 
some  one  entering  the  vault,  and  opening  the  safe  by  means  of  a 
key.  The  presumption  of  want  of  ordinary  care  was  thereby 
created.  All  the  evidence  calculated  to  rebut  that  presumption 
was  fairly  left  to  the  jury  by  the  learned  judge. 

The  other  assignments  have  no  merit,  and  were  not  urged  in  the 
argument. 

Judgment  afflrmed. 


BiDWELLv.  City  of  Pittsburgh. 

( 86  Penn.  8t.  412.) 

Estoppel. 

A  party  who  signs  a  petition  asking  for  the  enactment  of  a  municipal  ordi- 
nance for  the  grading  and  paving  of  a  street;  and  who  is  elected  and  acts  as 
one  of  the  commissioners  in  the  performance  of  the  work,  selling  the  bonds 
of  the  city  and  expending  the  proceeds  in  tlie  work,  and  in  assessing  the 
property  l>enefited.  including  his  own.  is  estopped  from  denying  the  valid- 
ity of  the  act  of  the  legislature  by  virtue  of  which  the  ordinance  is  passed 
or  of  the  mode  of  assessment  thus  adopted.* 

SCIRE  FACIAS  to  recover  cost  of  grading  a  street  in  front  of 
defendant's  lot.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

T.  Mellon,  D.  Bruce,  and  M.  A.  Woodward,  for  plaintiff  in  error, 
cited  Seeley  v.  City  of  Pitfsburglu  1  Norris,  360;   Washington  Ave- 

*  See  PetUinn  nf  Shan>  <^  N.  Y.  307).  16  Am.  Kep.  416 ;  CiXy  of  BuMUbmUm  ▼.  QQbert  (31 
Iowa,  366),  7  Am.  Rep.  143. 
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nue,  19  P.  F.  Smith,  361;  Hammeit  v.  City  of  Philadelphia^  15  id. 
151.  To  constitute  an  estoppel  at  least  three  ingredients  seem  to 
bo  necessary:  1st,  misrepresentation,  or  willful  silence  by  one  having 
knowledge  of  the  fact;  2d,  that  the  actor,  having  no  means  of  infor- 
mation, was,  by  the  conduct  of  the  other,  induced  to  do  what  other- 
wise he  would  not  have  done;  and  3d,  that  injury  would  ensue  from  a 
pennission  to  allege  the  truth.  And  these  three  things  must  appear 
affirmatively.  Commomoealth  v.  Moltz,  10  Barr,  527;  Eldred  v. 
HazJetVs  AdmWs,  9  Casey,  307;  Helser  v.  McGrath,  2  P.  F.  Smith, 
534;  Miranville  v.  Silverthorn,  12  Wright,  149  ;  Dezell  v.  Odell,  3 
Hill.  215;  Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  9,  473,  480;  Herman  on  Estoppel, 
§  325,  etc.;  Alexa^ider  v.  EerVy  2  Rawle,  90;  Brown  v.  Spalding,  1 
Pitts.  361;  Hill  v.  Epley,  7  Casey,  331;  Crest  v.  JacJcy  3  Watts,  240; 
Epley  V.  Witherow,  7  id.  163 ;  McCormick  v.  McMurtrie,  4  id.  195  ; 
Wilton  V.  Harwoody  23  Me.  131;  Bispham's  Prin.  of  Eq.,  §§  288-9; 
Baring  v.  Corrie,  2  B.  &  Aid.  137  ;  Maanss  v.  Henderson^  1  East, 
335. 

D  T.  Watson  and  71  S,  Bigelow,  city  solicitor,  for  the  city. 

Mercur,  J.  [After  some  minor  considerations.]  As  the  first 
step  toward  procuring  this  improvement,  a  petition,  to  which  the 
name  of  the  plaintiff  and  twenty- seven  other  names  were  subscribed, 
was  presented  to  the  councils  of  the  city  of  Pittsburgh.  It  declared 
the  petitioners  were  the  owners  of  a  majority  in  interest  of  the 
property  abutting  on  Ellsworth  avenue,  and  that  they  desired  to 
avail  themselves  of  all  the  privileges  of  the  act  of  2d  April,  1870, 
and  asked  for  the  passage  of  an  ordinance  directing  the  grading, 
paving  and  curbing  of  the  same,  and  authorizing  the  election  of 
commissioners.  To  this  petition  was  added  the  affidavit  of  the 
plaintiff  and  two  other  signers  thereof,  averring  the  petition  to  be 
signed  by  the  owners  of  a  majority  in  interest  of  the  property  abut- 
ting on  the  avenue,  and  that  the  signatures  were  the  genuine  sig- 
natures of  the  petitioners. 

The  court  substantially  chained  the  jury  that  if  they  found  the 
plaintiff  in  error  signed  the  petition  asking  for  the  ordinance 
directing  the  grading  and  paving  of  Ellsworth  avenue,  under  the 
Penn  Avenue  Act;  that  in  pursuance  thereof  the  ordinance  was 
passed;  that  he  was  duly  elected  one  of  the  commissioners,  and  acted 
as  such  in  directing  and  superintending  the  work,  selling  the  bonds 
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of  the  city,  expending  the  proceeds  thereof  on  tlie  street,  and  in 
making  the  assessments  upon  the  properties,  including  his  own,  for 
which  tliis  suit  was  brought,  he  was  estopped  from  denying  the 
validity  of  the  act,  or  its  application  to  Ellsworth  avenue,  or 
the  legality  and  validity  of  the  mode  of  assessment  provided  in  the 
act. 

It  is  not  alleged  that  the  evidence  of  these  facts  was  insufficient 
to  submit  to  the  jury,  nor  that  its  finding  thereof  was  unjustified. 
Conceding  the  facts,  it  is  contended  by.  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
they  are  insufficient  to  prevent  his  alleging  the  unconstitutionality 
of  the  act  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  himself  from  its  operation. 

In  Pickard  v.  Sears,  6  Ad.  &  El.  469,  a  leading  case  of  estoppt  i 
by  conduct,  it  was  said  *' the  rule  of  law  is  clear  that  where  one 
by  his  words  or  conduct  willfully  causes  another  to  believe  in  the 
existence  of  a  certain  state  of  things,  and  induces  him  to  act  on 
that  belief,  so  us  to  alter  his  own  previous  position,  the  former  i.-^ 
concluded  from  averring  against  the  latter  a  different  state  of  things 
as  existing  at  the  same  time." 

It  may  now  be  declared  as  a  general  rule,  that  where  an  act  is 
done,  or  a  statement  made  by  a  party,  the  truth  or  efficacy  of 
which  it  would  be  a  fraud  on  his  part  to  controvert  or  impair,  the 
character  of  an  estoppel  shall  be  given  to  what  otherwise  would  be 
mere  matter  of  evidence.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  party  against 
whom  an  estoppel  is  alleged,  should  have  intended  to  deceive;  it 
is  sufficient  if  he  intended  that  his  conduct  should  induce  another 
to  act  upon  it,  and  the  other,  relying  on  it,  did  so  act.  Bisph.  Eq.. 
§  290. 

Prior  to  the  presentation  of  the  petition  of  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
the  city  authorities  had  taken  no  steps  toward  the  improvement  of 
Ellsworth  avenue.  In  fact,  under  the  act  they  had  no  power 
so  to  do.  The  power  was  called  into  action  by  the  petitioners. 
They  asked  to  have  the  avenue  brought  under  the  operation  of 
the  act.  They  voluntarily  asked  for  the  privilege  of  becom- 
ing subject  to  all  its  provisions.  They  asked  for  the  passage 
of  the  ordinance  directing  the  work  —  for  the  assessment  of  their 
lands  according  to  the  frontage  rule,  in  order  to  pay  the  bonds  to 
be  given  to  raise  money  to  make  the  improvement 

The  authorities  acceded  to  the  request.  They  altered  their  pre* 
vious  position.  They  assumed  the  large  additional  indebtedness, 
relying  upon  the  words  and  conduct  of  the  petitioners.    The  latter 
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declared  they  would  submit  themselves  to  all  the  charges  and  respon- 
sibilities imposed  by  that  act.  They  willfully  caused  the  authorities 
to  believe  this  as  a  matter  of  fact.  So  believing,  the  authorities 
acted  upon  it  They  accepted  the  offer  in  the  terms  in  which  it  was 
made.  The  petitioners  directed  the  work.  They  received  and  en- 
joy the  benefits.  To  now  permit  them  to  deny  the  truth  or  the  effi- 
cacy of  the  assurance  given,  an.d  continued  during  the  progress  of  the 
work,  would  work  a  fraud  on  the  city,  which  cannot  be  sanctioned. 

It  is  true  every  one  is  presumed  to  know  the  law,  and  knowledge 
thereof  is  said  to  be  equally  open  to  all.  Conceding  that  the  city 
had  knowledge  of  the  law,  or  ought  to  have  had  it,  the  like  legal  pre- 
sumption applies  to  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  his  equities  derive  no 
strength  from  that  presumption.  The  city  had  no  reason  to  believe 
that  he  would  allege  any  invalidity  in  the  law  which  he  was  praying 
to  have  extended  over  him.  The  city  was  misled,  not  by  expressive 
silence  merely  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  but  by  his  decided  and  per- 
sistent action.  It  has  been  held  that  where  a  party  has  acted 
upon  a  particular  construction  of  a  contract  which  has  been  acqui- 
esced in  by  the  other,  the  latter  is  estopped  from  contesting  it  as  the 
proper  construction.  Mercer  Mining  and  Manufacturing  Co.  v. 
McKee,  27  P  R  Smith,  170. 

The  constitutional  right  against  unjust  taxation,  which  the 
plaintiff  in  error  invokes,  is  given  him  for  the  protection,  of  his 
private  property.  He  may  waive  that  protection,  and  consent  to 
such  action  in  regard  to  it  as  would  otherwise  be  invalid.  Having 
consented,  and  the  other  party  having  acted  thereon,  and  made 
expenditures  and  incurred  expense  predicated  thereon,  the  consent 
cannot  be  withdrawn.  Hence,  an  act  appropriating  the  private 
property  of  one  person  for  the  private  purpose  of  another  on  com- 
pensation made,  was  held  valid  when  he  whose  property  was  taken 
assented  thereto,  and  receiving  the  compensation  awarded  was  a 
sufficient  assent.     Cooley  on  Const.  Lim.*181. 

The  valid  waiver  of  constitutional  rights  both  of  person  and  of 
property  is  of  frequent  occurrence.  The  Constitution  guarantees 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury  to  one  charged  with  a  crime,  yet  he  may 
waive  that  right  and  plead  guilty  in  a  case  where  his  life  will  pay 
the  penalty.  So  his  private  property  may  not  be  taken  for  a  public 
highway  without  compensation  paid  or  secured,  yet  he  may  just  as 
effectively  divest  his  right  by  a  voluntary  dedication  to  the  public 
followed  by  acceptance  and  expenditure. 
Vol.  XXVII  — 84 
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It  is  object^  that  inasmuch  as  some  lands  abutting  on  this  avenue 
may  not  be  held  liable  to  the  specific  tax  for  grading  and  paving 
the  same,  in  consequence  of  the  owners  thereof  not  having  subjected 
themselves  to  the  application  of  an  estoppel,  and  in  that  case  a  por- 
tion of  the  cost  of  the  improvement  will  fall  on  the  tax  payers 
generally,  of  which  the  plaintiff  in  error  is  one,  it  would  be  unjust 
to  impose  on  him  this  special  tax  in  addition  thereto.  We  are 
unable  to  see  any  force  in  this  objection.  His  own  direct  action 
has'charged  liis  land  with  this  special  tax.  If  one  of  the  conse- 
quences of  that  action  has  been  to  throw  a  portion  of  the  cost  of 
the  improvement  on  the  tax  payers  generally,  on  what  principle 
ought  he  to  claim  exemption  therefrom?  He  has  not  derived  less 
benefit  than  they  from  this  improvement.  No  voluntary  act  of 
theirs  caused  the  expenditure.  Why,  then,  shall  he  not  bear  his 
share  of  the  obligation,  which  his  voluntary  action  has  created  and 
not  cast  it  wholly  on  others?  As,  then,  a  portion  of  any  general 
tax  levied  for  this  purpose  would  justly  fall  on  him,  it  cannot  furnish 
any  ground  for  relieving  his  property  from  the  payment  of  the 
special  tax.  If  so  relieved,  his  conduct  would  have  the  effect  of 
imposing  larger  taxation  on  others,  and  thus  work  still  greater  in- 
justice. 

Numerous  authorities  sustain  the  conclusion  at  which  we  have 
arrived.  Among  them  are:  City  of  Burlington  v.  Oilberty  31  Iowa, 
356;  7  Am.  Rep.  143;  Story  v.  Furman,  25  N.  Y.  230;  Tosh  et  al.  v. 
Adams,  10  Cnsh.  252  ;  Ferguson  v.  Landram,  5  Bush,  233;  Motz  et 
al  v.  City  of  Detroit,  18  Mich.  528;  Lee  v.  Tillotson,  24  Wend. 
337;  The  People  v.  Murray,  5  Hill,  468;  Mayor  of  Pittsburgh  v. 
Scott,  1  Barr.  309. 

Whether  other  proj^erty  on  Ellsworth  avenue  has  or  has  not  become 
liable  to  assessment  under  the  Penn  Avenue  Act  is  not  a  question 
now  before  us.  The  bonds  issued  by  the  city  for  the  improvement 
of  various  streets  under  that  act  amount  to  about  five  millions  of 
dollars.  It  may  be  that  all  who  passively  enjoyed  the  benefits  of 
the  improvements  may  not  be  liable  to  specific  assessments  to  pay 
the  bonds  under  the  act;  yet  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  is  discharged  from  his  obligation.  City  of  Burlington 
V.  Gilbert,  supra;  Kellogg  v.  Fly,  15  Ohio  St.  66.  The  conduct 
or  action  of  each  may  determine  his  own  liability  where  the  law 
would  not  otherwise  make  him  liable.  We  discover  no  error  in  the 
record.  Judgment  affirmed. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


JANUARY  TERM,  1878.  667 

Hartranft's  Appeal. 


Hartraxft's  Appeal. 

(85  Penn.  St.  433.) 

Omutitittional  law — power  of  grand  jury  to  compel  attendanee  of  go^eniar 

by  subpana. 

• 

The  goyemor  is   the  abeolate  judge  of  what  official  commanications  to  the 

executive  departmeut  may  be  revealed,  and  of  what  the  official  duties  of  that 

department  are,  and  when  they  should  be  performed. 
The  governor  and  the  subordinates    of    the  executive  department,  while 

engaged  in  official  duties,  are  not  subject  to  the  subpoena  of   the  grand 

jury .♦   {See  note,  p.  671.) 

CERTIORARI  on  attachment  to  compel  attendance  of  witnesses 
before  the  grand  jury.  The  parties  attached  were  John  F. 
Hartranft,  governor  of  the  Commonwealth;  M.  S.  Quay,  secretary 
of  the  Commonwealth;  James  W.  Latta,  adjutant-general  of  the 
Commonwealth;  General  R.  M.  Brinton  and  Major  A.  Wilson  Mor- 
ris. The  subpoena  was  issued  October  1,  1877,  and  was  as  follows: 
^*  We  command  you,  that,  laying  aside  all  business  and  excuses 
whatsoever,  you  and  each  of  you  be  and  appear  in  your  proper  per- 
sons before  our  grand  jury,  at  Pittsburgh,  at  our  Court  of  Oyer 
and  Terminer  and  Quarter  Sessions,  there  to  be  held  for  the  county 
aforesaid,  forthwith,  to  testify  all  and  singular  those  things  which 
you  shall  know  touching  a  certain  investigation  now  being  had  on 
formal  presentment  by  and  before  the  said  grand  jury,  relating  to 
the  late  riots  of  July  last  in  our  said  county,  in  our  said  court 
depending,  and  then  and  there  to  be  tried,  between  the  Common- 
wealth and ,  defendant,  on  the  part  of    the .     And 

hereof  fail  not,  nnder  penalty  of  one  hundred  pounds." 

Thomas  M,  Marshall,    Lyman  D.  Gilbert,   deputy  attorney-gen- 
eral, and  George  Lear,  attorney -general,  for  appellants. 

E.   A.  Montooth,    district   attorney,   Morton   Hunter^  assistant 
district   attorney,  S.  A,  MoClung,  and  George  ShiraSy  Jr.,  contra. 

*  See  state.  ▼  Warmnth  (82  La.  Ann.  1),  2  Am.  Rep.  712;  Mauran  ▼.  Smtth,  (8  R.  I. 
188),  5  Am.  Rep.  664«  and  note,  572 ;  State  ▼.  Warmoih  CM  La.  Ann.  861),  13  Am.  Rep. 
06;  Pcopfe  ▼.  Giwernor  (20  Mich.  390),  18  Am.  Rep.  80. 
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GoKDOX,  J.  Grand  jnrios  have  the  power  to  make  presentment, 
not  only  of  such  criminal  offenses  as  may  be  laid  before  them  by 
the  district  attorney,  in  the  form  of  bills  of  indictment,  and  of 
such  as  may  come  within  the  i^ersonal  knowledge  of  individual 
membei*s  thereof,  but  also,  of  all  such  matters  as  may  be  given 
them  in  charge  by  the  court.  Neither  is  there  any  doubt  about 
the  power  of  the  court  to  direct  that  body  to  make  inquiry  concern- 
ing affairs  which  directly  affect  the  public  peace  and  society;  among 
which  affairs  may  be  instanced  great  riots,  such  as  those  which 
recently  disturbed  the  well-disposed  citizens  of  Pittsburgh  and  its 
vicinity.  Matters  of  this  kind  may  properly  be  referred  to  the 
consideration  of  the  grand  inquest  in  order  that  the  instigators 
thereof  and  the  participants  therein  may  be  brought  to  justice; 
and  this  is  the  more  necessary,  because,  in  times  of  public  tumult 
and  alarm,  private  prosecutors  may  be  overawed  through  fear  of 
personal  violence. 

Doubtless  the  proceedings  in  the  case  before  ns  are  very  irregu- 
lar, since  there  seems  to  be  a  total  inversion  of  the  proper  order  of 
things.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  court,  not  of  the  gmnd  jury,  first 
to  move  in  the  matter.  In  a  subject  of  so  much  importance,  and 
one  requiring  the  exorcise  of  so  much  care  and  discretion,  the  court 
should  have  instructed  this  jury  as  to  what  it  was  to  investigate*, 
and  in  what  manner  the  investigation  was  to  be  conducted.  Nothing 
of  the  kind,  however,  was  done;  but  the  court,  having  approved 
its  petition,  suffered  it  to  proceed  to  the  adoption  of  its  own  sub- 
jects, after  its  own  methods,  and,  by  this  sufferance,  it  allowed  an 
important  public  investigation  to  pass  from  its  own  control  to  that 
of  a  body  of  men,  which,  as  it  was  governed  by  no  regular  instruc- 
tions, resembled  more  a  committee  for  the  general  investigation  of 
public  affairs,  than  a  lawful  constituent  of  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions.  This,  however,  is  really  of  small  importance  to  the  mat- 
ter in  hand;  neither  can  the  appellants  call  in  question  the  regu- 
larity of  the  proceedings  as  between  the  court  and  its  grand  jury; 
for  if  they  have  been  prcperly  subpoenaed,  and  can  present  no  law- 
ful excuse  for  their  want  of  obedience  to  the  mandate  of  the  Quar- 
ter Sessions,  they  must  stand  convicted  of  a  contempt,  and  we 
cannot  help  them.  The  subpoena  is  the  process  of  the  Common- 
wealth, and  there  is  no  doubt  about  the  court's  power  to  issue  that 
process  in  proper  cases. 

Our  inquiry,  then,  is  limited  to  two  propositions:    Were  thesub* 
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popnas  regular,  such  as  an  ordinary  citizen  would  be  bound  to  obey? 
If  so,  were  the  appellants  liable  to  attachment  for  disobedience  to 
this  process?  The  subpoena  we  have  before  us,  like  the  other  pro- 
ceedings in  this  case,  is  very  irregular.  It  is,  indeed,  but  a  gen- 
eml  mandate  of  the  court,  ordering  the  appellants  to  appear,  "  to 
testify,  all  and  singular,  those  things  which  they  may  know  touch- 
ing a  certain  investigation  being  had,  on  formal  presentment,  by 
and  before  the  grand  jury,  relating  to  the  late  riots  of  July  last,  in 
said  county,  in  said  court  depending."  It  sets  forth  no  case,  pres- 
ent or  prospective,  nor  does  it  state  for  whom,  or  at  whose  instance 
the  defendants  were  to  be  subpoenaed.  As  this  writ  is  a  very 
arbitrary  one,  obliging  the  citizen  to  leave  his  home  and  abandon 
his  business,  however  important  it  may  be,  and  give  his  attendance 
at  court,  wherever  that  may  be  sitting,  it  is  very  important  to  know 
what  parties  are  entitled  to  it ;  for  if  it  be  issued  at  the  suit  of  one 
having  no  right  thereto,  it  is  no  contempt  to  disobey  it.  The 
Commonwealth  may  have  this  process  in  any  proceeding  where  its 
interest  is  apparent,  whether  as  a  suitor  or  a  prosecutor,  and  so 
may  parties  in  courts,  either  civil  or  criminal;  but  we  have  yet  to 
learn  that  any  such  right  exists  in  a  court,  in  its  mere  character  as 
a  court,  sepamted  from  the  case  which  it  has  in  hand.  So  this,  as 
well  as  every  other  compulsory  process,  must  show  upon  its  face 
that  it  was  issued  for  some  person  or  party  having  a  right  thereto, 
otherwise  it  is  nugatory  and  void,  and  disobedience  to  its  mandate 
involves  no  penalty  whatever.  In  the  case  before  us,  there  was  the 
use  of  the  writ  of  subpoena,  as  a  mere  order  of  the  court,  without 
statement  of  party  or  case,  commanding  the  defendants  to  appear 
before  the  grand  jury,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  their  testimony 
touching  the  late  riots.  If  there  is  any  law  authorizing  such  pro-  • 
cess,  we  have  not  been  informed  of  it. 

No  doubt  the  court  might  have  directed  a  subpoena  to  have  issued 
for  the  Commonwealth,  in  any  case  where  the  Commonwealth  was 
a  party,  or  where  it  was  apparent  it  was  in  some  way  interested  in 
some  case  or  transaction  then  depending.  So  might  it  have  di- 
rected a  warrant  to  have  issued  for  the  arrest  of  some  one  guilty  of 
a  crime  or  misdemeanor,  but  in  such  case,  no  one  would  contend 
that  the  mere  blank  warrant  of  the  court  would,  in  itself,  be  suffi- 
cient to  detain  a  citizen  for  one  moment ;  the  authority  for  such 
warrant  must  appear  upon  its  face  or  it  is  worthless.  But  the 
court's  subpoena  is  no  more  respectable  than  its  warrant ;  if  the 
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subpcpim  exhibit  no  authority  it  may  be  disobeyed  with  impunity. 
Now,  in  the  case  before  us,  the  Commonwealth  was  not  a  party  in 
interest,  or,  if  so,  it  is  not  now  apparent.  It  seems,  from  the  peti- 
tion of  the  grand  jury,  that  the  citizens  of  the  county  of  Allegheny 
•*  were  greatly  concerned  in  having  a  careful  investigation  of  the 
late  riots,"  but  whether  they  were  concerned  in  bringing  the  riot- 
ers to  justice  or  not,  is  not  stated,  though  this  was  the  only  matter 
in  which  the  Commonwealth  could  be  concerned.  Moreover,  as 
the  gmnd  jury  was  acting  under  no  instruction,  it  was  not  possi- 
ble, even  for  the  court,  to  know  what  that  jury  was  doing  or  in- 
tended to  do,  but,  of  this,  the  court  should  have  been  informed, 
before  it  undertook  to  interfere  with  the  personal  liberty  of  the 
citizen  by  its  summary  process  of  attachment,  for,  as  the  matter 
now  stands,  it  is  apparent  that  the  subpoena  was  issued  for  no 
tangible  cause  or  party  and  for  no  properly  defined  legal  purpose  ; 
hence,  no  one  was  bound  to  obey  it. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  case,  however,  we  may  admit  the  regu- 
larity of  this  subpoena  and  that,  upon  an  ordinary  citizen,  it  would 
have  been  binding  and  obligatory,  for  we  regard  the  question  of 
the  liability  of  the  appellants  to  attiichment,  in  any  event,  as  the 
prime  one  of  this  case.  In  order  to  resolve  this,  we  must  first  un- 
derstand who  the  persons  are,  against  whom  the  court  has  directed 
its  attachment  and  for  what  purpose  they  have  been  subpoenaed. 
They  are  the  governor  of  Pennsylvania,  the  secretary  of  the  Com- 
monwealth, the  adjutant-general,  chief  officers  of  the  executive 
department  of  the  State  government,  and  two  officers  of  the  Na- 
tional Guard  ;  the  latter  subordinates  acting  under  the  orders  of 
the  former.  The  purpose  for  which  these  officers  are  subpoenaed 
is,  that  the  grand  jury  may  be  put  into  possession  of  any  informa- 
tion they  may  be  possessed  of,  or  that  may  be  within  the  power  of 
their  several  departments,  concerning  the  military  or  other  means 
used  by  them  in  the  suppression  of  the  late  riots  in  the  city  of 
Pitsburgh.  It  will  be  observed  that  these  persons  are  subpoenaed 
for  the  purpose  of  compelling  a  revelation  of  such  things  as  have 
come  to  their  knowledge  in  their  official  capacities,  and  which 
strictly  belong  to  their  several  departments  as  officers  of  the 
Commonwealth.  This  is  clearly  set  out  in  the  answer,  by  the  at- 
torney-general, to  the  application  for  the  attachment,  and  there 
has  been  no  denial  thereof  upon  the  argument  before  us.  In  order 
to  simplify  matters,  we  may  treat  this  case  just  as  though  the  pro- 
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cess,  first  and  last,  were  against  the  governor  alone ;  for  if  he  is 
exempt  from  attachment  because  of  his  privilege,  his  immunity 
protects  his  subordinates  and  agents.  The  general  principle  is, 
that,  whenever  the  law  vests  any  person  with  the  power  to  do  an 
act,  at  the  same  time  constituting  him  a  judge  of  the  evidence  on 
which  tile  act  may  be  done,  and  contemplating  the  employment  of 
agents  through  whom  the  act  is  to  be  accomplished,  such  person 
is  clothed  with  discretionery  powers,  and  is  quoad  hoc  a  judge. 
His  mandates  to  his  legal  agents,  on  his  declaring  the  event  to 
have  happened,  will  be  a  protection  to  those  agents.  Vanderhey- 
den  V.  Young,  11  Johns.  158,  per  Spencer,  J. 

It  follows,  if  the  governor,  as  supreme  executive,  and  as  com- 
mander-in-chief of  the  army  of  the  Commonwealth,  is  charged 
with  the  duty  of  suppressing  domestic  insurrections,  he  must  be 
the  judge  of  the  necessity  requiring  the  exercise  of  the  powers  with 
which  he  is  clothed,  and  his  subordinates,  who  are  employed  to 
render  these  powers  efficient  and  to  produce  the  legitimate  results 
of  their  exercise,  can  be  accountable  to  none  but  him.  In  like 
manner,  if  he  is  constituted  the  judge  of  what  things,  knowledge 
or  information,  coming  into  his  department  through  himself  per- 
sonally or  from  his  subordinates,  may  or  may  not  be  revealed,  then 
such  subordinates,  without  his  permission,  cannot  bo  compelled  to 
disclose,  in  court,  any  such  matters  or  information. 

What,  then,  are  the  duties,  powers  and  privileges  of  the  governor  ? 
In  the  language  of  the  Constitution,  art.  4,  sec.  2,  *'  The  supremo 
executive  power  shall  be  vested  in  the  governor,  who  shall  take  care 
that  the  laws  be  faithfully  executed."  Also,  same  article,  sec.  7, 
"  The  governor  shall  be  commander-in-chief  of  the  army  and  navy 
of  the  Commonwealth,  and  of  the  militia,  except  when  they  shall 
be  called  int^  the  actual  service  of  the  United  States.''  He  is,  ailso, 
invested  with  the  appointing  and  pa'-doning  powers  ;  the  power  to 
convene  the  legislature  in  cases  of  emergency  and  to  approve,  or 
veto,  bills  submitted  to  him  by  the  general  assembly.  It  is  scarcely 
conceivable  that  a  man  could  be  more  completely  invested  with  the 
supreme  power  and  dignity  of  a  free  people.  Observe,  tJie  supreme 
executive  power  is  vested  in  the  governor  and  he  is  charged  with 
the  faithful  execution  of  the  laws,  and  for  the  accomplishment  of 
this  purpose  he  is  made  commander-in-chief  of  the  army,  navy  and 
militia  of  the  State.  Who  then  shall  assume  the  power  of  the  people 
and  call  this  magistrate  to  an  account  for  that  which  he  has  done 
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in  discharge  of  his  constitutional  duties  ?  If  he  is  not  the  judge 
of  when  and  how  these  duties  are  to  be  performed,  who  is?  Where 
does  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  or  any  other  court,  get  the 
power  to  call  this  man  before  it,  and  compel  him  to  answer  for  the 
manner  in  which  he  has  discharged  his  constitutional  functions  as 
<3xecutor  of  the  laws  and  commander-in-chief  of  the  militia  of  the 
Commonwealth?  For  it  certainly  is  a  logical  sequence  that  if  the 
Governor  can  be  compelled  to  reveal  the  means  used  to  accomplish 
a  given  act,  he  can  also  be  compelled  to  answer  for  the  manner  of 
accomplishing  such  act.  If  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  of  Alle- 
gheny county  can  shut  him  up  in  prison  for  refusing  to  appear 
before  it  and  reveal  the  methods  and  means  used  by  him  to  execute 
the  laws  and  suppress  domestic  violence,  why  may  it  not  commit 
him  for  a  broach  of  the  peace,  or  for  homicide,  resulting  from 
the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  commander-in-chief  ?  And  if  the 
courts  can  compel  him  to  answer,  why  can  they  not  compel  him  to 
act?  All  these  things,  we  know,  may  be  done  in  the  case  of  pri- 
vate individuals  ;  such  an  one  may  be  compelled  to  answer,  to  ac- 
count and  to  act.  In  other  words  if,  from  such  analogy,  we  once 
begin  to  shift  the  supreme  executive  power  from  him  upon  whom  the 
Constitution  has  conferred  it,  to  the  judiciary,  we  may  as  well  do 
tlio  work  thoroughly  and  constitute  the  courts  the  absolute  guaixi- 
ians  and  directors  of  all  governmental  functions  whatever.  If, 
however,  this  cannot  be  done,  we  had  better  not  take  the  first  step 
in  that  direction.  Wo  had  better  at  the  out^tart  recognize  the 
fact,  that  the  executive  department  is  a  co-ordinate  branch  of  the 
government,  with  power  to  judge  what  should  or  should  not  be 
done,  within  its  own  department,  and  what  of  its  own  doings  and 
communications  should  or  should  not  be  kept  secret,  and  that  with 
it,  in  the  exercise  of  these  constitutional  powers,  the  courts  have 
no  more  right  to  interfere,  than  has  the  executive,  under  like  con- 
ditions, to  interfere  with  the  courts.  In  the  case  of  Oliver  y.War- 
molh,  ;22.  La  Ann.  1,  it  was  held  (per  Taliaferro,  J.),  that,  under  the 
division  of  powers,  as  laid  down  in  the  Federal  and  State  Consti- 
tutions, the  judiciary  department  has  no  jurisdiction  over,  or  right 
to  interfere  with,  the  independent  action  of  the  chief  executive,  in 
the  functions  of  his  office,  even  though  the  act  he  is  required  to 
perform  be  i)urely  ministerial.  This  is  putting  the  matter  on  very 
high  groundvS,  for,  in  such  case,  no  other  office  would  be  exempt  from 
the  mandatory  power  of  the  judiciary.     No  case  could  more  forci- 
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bly  exhibit  the  extreme  reluctance  of  courts  to  interfere  with  the 
functions  of  the  supreme  executive,  for  the  hypothesis  put  is  the 
refusal  of  the  governor  to  perform  a  duty,  cast  upon  him  by  law,  of  a 
character  strictly  ministerial.  We  think,  however,  that  the  ground 
upon  which  this  decision  stands  is  substantial ;  for,  as  the  learned 
justice  well  argues,  the  difficulty  arises  in  the  attempt  to  establish 
a  distinction  between  ministerial  and  discretionary  acts  as  applied 
to  the  governor,  and  then  to  conclude  that  the  former  may  be  en- 
forced by  judicial  decree  ;  it  is  objected,  however,  that  the  doctrine 
is  unsound  in  this,  that  it  gives  to  the  judiciary  the  large  discre- 
tion of  determining  the  character  of  all  acts  to  be  performed  by  the 
chief  executive;  that  this  would  infringe  his  right  to  use  his 
own  discretion  in  determining  the  very  same  question ;  that  he 
must,  necessarily,  have  the  unconditional  power  of  deciding  what 
acts  his  duties  require  him  to  perform,  otherwise,  his  functions  are 
trammelled  and  the  executive  branch  of  the  government  is  made 
subservient  to  the  judiciary.  The  principle  enunciated,  in  the 
above  stated  case,  applies  with  greater  force  to  that  we  now  have 
under  consideration ;  for  if  the  governor's  discretion  may  not  be 
interfered  with,  in  a  matter  purely  ministerial,  much  more  may 
that  discretion  not  bo  interfered  with  in  a  case  which  pertains  to 
his  office  and  duties  as  commander-in-chief,  in  the  dischi#rge  of 
which,  the  Constitution  makes  that  discretion  his  peculiar  and  ab- 
solute prerogative. 

Again,  the  govenior,  having  a  proper  regard  for  the  dignity  and 
welfare  of  the  people  of  the  Commonwealth,  is  not  likely  to  submit 
himself  to  imprisonment,  on  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions,  or  to  permit  his  officers  and  coadjutors  to  be  thus  impris- 
oned. Were  we,  then,  to  permit  the  attempt  to  enforce  this  at- 
tachment, an  unseemly  conflict  must  result  between  the  executive 
and  judicial  departments  of  the  government.  We  need  not  say  that 
prudence  would  dictate  the  avoidance  of  a  catastrophe  such  as  here 
indicated.  On  this  point,  the  case  of  Thompson  v.  TJie  German 
Valley  Railroad  Co.,  ^2  N.  J.  Eq.  Ill,  furnishes  us  with  a  pre- 
cedent well  worthy  of  our  consideration.  In  that  case  a  suhpcana 
duces  tecum  had  been  served  on  the  governor  of  New  Jersey,  com- 
manding him,  by  his  individual  name,  to  appear  and  testify  be- 
fore an  examiner  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  bring  with  him 
an  engrossed  copy  of  a  private  statute  which  had  been  passed  by 
the  legislature,  and  had  been  sent  to  him,  as  governor,  for  bis  ajv- 
VoL.  XXVII  —  85 
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proval.  He  refused  to  ol)ey  the  subpoena,  informing  the  court,  at 
the  same  time,  that  he  did  not  refuse  out  of  any  disrespect  to  the 
court  or  to  the  law,  hut  because  he  thought  his  duties  required  him 
not  to  appear  or  produce  the  paper  required^  or  to  sumbit  his  official 
acts,  as  governor,  to  the  .scrutiny  of  any  court.  It  will  be  seen 
that  tlie  case  thus  presented  is  quite  as  strong  as  that  under  dis- 
cussion ;  for  the  governor,  upon  his  own  opinion  of  duty,  which, 
as  it  will  appear,  did  not  accord  with  that  of  the  court,  not  only 
refused  to  ai)pear  or  to  produce  the  required  paper,  but  to  submit 
any  of  his  official  acts  to  the  scrutiny  of  the  court.  An  order 
was  granted  on  the  governor,  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not 
appearand  testify.  After  argument,  Zabriskik,  Chancellor,  said: 
*'  The  governor  cannot  be  examined  as  to  his  reasons  for  not  sign- 
ing the  bill,  nor  as  to  his  action,  in  any  respect,  regarding  it.  But 
there  is  no  reason  why  he  should  not  be  called  upon  to  testify  as 
to  the  time  it  was  delivered  to  him .  That  is  a  bare  fact  that  includes 
no  action  on  his  part.  To  this  extent,  at  least,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  he  is  bound  to  appear  and  testify.  But  I  will  make  no  order 
on  him  for  that  j)iirpose.  Such  order  ought  not  to  be  made  against 
the  executive  of  the  State,  because  it  might  bring  the  executive  in 
conflict  with  the  judiciary.  If  the  executive  thinks  he  ought  to 
testifjj,  in  compliance  with  the  opinion  of  the  court,  he  wilLdo  so 
without  order  ;  if  he  thinks  it  to  be  his  official  duty,  in  protecting 
the  rights  and  dignity  of  his  office,  he  will  not  comply,  even  if 
directed  by  an  order.  And,  in  his  case,  the  court  would  hardly 
entertain  proceedings  to  compel  him  by  adjudging  him  in  contempt 
It  will  be  presumed  the  chief  magistrate  intends  no  contempt,  but 
that  his  action  is  in  accordance  with  his  official  duty."  If  we  adopt 
this  opinion  as  a  sound  exposition  of  the  Iftw,  the  case  befoi-e  us  is 
determined;  for  the  matter  is  left  to  rest  solely  on  the  opinion  of 
the  executive,  although  his  opinion  be  clearly  contrary  to  that  of 
the  court  We  are  inclined  to  think  the  conclusion  thus  reached  is 
wise  and  discreet;  and  it  is  supported  by  the  best  text  writers  of 
our  times.  These  state  the  law  to  be,  that  the  president  of  the 
United  States,  the  governors  of  the  several  States  and  their  cabinet 
officers,  are  not  bound  to  produce  papers  or  disclose  information  com- 
mitted to  them,  in  a  judicial  inquiry,  when,  in  their  own  judgment, 
the  disclosure  would,  on  public  grounds,  be  inexpedient:  1  QreenL 
on  Ev.,  §  251;  1  Whart.  Law  of  Ev.,  §  604.  Thus,  the  question  of 
the  expediency  or  inexpediency  of  the  production  of  the  roriairect 
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evidence  is  referred,  not  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  before  which 
the  action  is  trying,  but  of  the  officer  who  has  that  evidence  in  his 
possession.  The  doctrine  that  the  officer  musi;  appear  and  submit 
the  required  information  or  papers  to  the  court,  for  its  judgment  as 
to  whether  they  are,  or  are  not,  proper  matters  for  revelation,  is 
successfully  met  and  settled  in  the  case  of  Beaton  v.  Skeney  5 
Hurlst  &  N.  838,  per  Pollock,  C.  B.  It  was  there  held,  that  if 
the  production  of  a  State  paper  would  be  injurious  to  the  public 
interest,  the  public  welfare  must  be  preferred  to  that  of  the  private 
suitor.  The  question  then  arose,  how  was  this  to  be  determined? 
It  must  be  determined  either  by  the  judge  or  by  the  responsible 
crown  officer  who  has  the  paper.  But  the  judge  could  come  to  no 
conclusion  without  ascertaining  what  the  document  was  or  why  its 
publication  would  be  injurious  to  the  public  service.  Just  here, 
however,  occurred  the  difficulty,  that,  as  judicial  inquiry  must 
always  be  public,  the  preliminary  examination  must  give  to  the 
document  that  very  publicity  which  it  might  be  important  to  pre- 
vent. The  conclusion  reached  was,  that  from  necessity,  if  for 
no  other  reason,  the  question  must  be  left  to  the  judgment  of  the 
officer. 

A  like  case  is  that  of  Oray  v.  Pentlafid,  2  8.  &  R.  23.  A  sub- 
pcena  had  been  issued  from  the  court  below  and  served  upon  Gov* 
emor  Snyder  and  Secretary  Boileau,  with  a  duce^  tecum  ;  a  rule 
was  also  entered  for  the  purpose  of  taking  their  depositions  in  Har- 
risburg.  They  declined  to  appear  in  answer  to  the  subpoena,  or  to 
permit  their  depositions  to  be  taken  under  the  rule,  and  refused 
to  produce  the  paper  or  deliver  it  to  the  plaintiff.  This  paper  was 
of  very  great  importance,  inasmuch  as  its  production  was  neces- 
sary for  the  maintenance  of  the  suit  pending,  the  Supreme  Court 
holding  that,  though  it  was  beyond  the  plaintiff's  power,  parol 
evidence  of  its  contents  was  not  admissible.  A  motion  was  then 
made,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  for  a  special  subpmiia  dicces 
tecum  to  compel  the  production  of  the  paper,  but  this  was  refused. 
On  ai*gumentin  the  Superior  Court  this  action  of  the  court  below  in 
refusing  compulsory  process  against  the  governor  and  secretary  of 
the  Commonwealth  does  not  seem  to  have  been  questioned  ;  on  the 
other  hand,  it  was  approved  in  opinions  delivered  by  Tilghman,  C. 
J.,  and  BracKenbidoe,  J.  The  latter  was,  as  he  said,  inclined 
to  think  that  the  governor  could  not  be  compelled  to  produce  the 
paper  transmitted  to  him;  that  it  was  within  his  own  discretion  ta 
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furnish  or  I'efuse  it;  and  this  on  the  ground  of  public  policy.  The 
chief  justice  observed  inter  altOy  that  the  governor,  who  best  knew 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  charge  had  been  exhibited  to 
him,  and  could  best  judge  the  motives  of  the  accuser,  must  exer- 
cise his  own  judgment  with  respect  to  the  propriety  of  producing 
the  writing.  Thus  the  matter  is  treated  as  quite  beyond  the  power 
of  the  court,  and  the  judgment  of  the  executive  is  regarded  as 
absolute  and  final. 

We  next  refer  to  the  celebrated  trial  of  Aaron  Burr.  Here  is 
the  case  of  one  charged  with  treason;  one  who,  by  the  express 
terms  of  the  Constitution,  was  entitled  to  compulsory  process  for 
obtaining  witnesses  in  his  favor.  The  judge  before  whom  the  exam- 
ination was  conducted  was  John  Marshall,  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Supreme  Court;  a  man  renowned,  not  only  for  his  legal  learning, 
but  also  for  his  judgment  and  sagacity  as  a  statesman  ;  and  the 
President  was  Thomas  Jefferson,  one  not  likely  unduly  to  exalt 
executive  prerogative  or  to  refuse  to  the  judiciary  its  just  tribute 
of  respect.  We  may,  therefore,  presume  that,  whatever  was  done 
by  the  principal  actors  in  the  remarkable  judicial  drama  then  in 
progress,  was  well  done.  At  the  request  of  the  defense  SLSubpmna 
duces  lectwi  was  aAvarded  and  directed  to  the  president  requiring 
him  to  appear  and  bring  with  him  a  certain  letter  from  General 
Wilkinson  to  himself.  He  refused  either  to  appear  or  produce 
the  paper  required.  On  discussion  of  the  question,  not  whether 
compulsory  process  should  be  awarded  against  the  president,  for 
that  was  not  so  much  as  proposed,  but  whether  the  attorney-general 
should  permit  the  defense  to  have  the  examination  of  a  copy  of  the 
required  letter  which  had  been  put  into  his  possession,  the  chief 
justice  said  (as  we  find  it  set  down  in  vol.  3,  p.  37,  Burr's  Trial, 
as  published  by  Westcott  &  Co.,  Washington  City,  1807):  "I 
suppose  it  will  not  be  alleged  in  this  case  that  the  president 
ought  to  be  considered  as  having  offered  a  contempt  to  the 
court  in  consequence  of  his  not  having  attended,  notwithstanding 
the  subpoena  was  awarded  agreeably  to  the  demand  of  the  defend- 
ant; the  court  would,  indeed,  not  be  asked  to  proceed  as  in  the 
case  of  an  ordinary  individual."  We  find,  also,  in  vol.  2,  p.  536, 
of  the  same  trial,  published  by  Hopkins  &  Earle,  Philadelphia,  1808, 
the  following  recorded  as  the  utterance  of  the  chief  justice:  "In 
no  case  of  this  kind  would  the  court  be  required  to  proceed  against 
the  president  as  against  an  ordinary  individual.     The  objections 
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to  such  a  coarse  are  so  strong  and  obvious  that  aW  must  acknowl- 
edge them.  *  *  ♦  In  this  case,  however,  the  president  has 
assigned  no  reason  whatever  for  withholding  the  paper  called  for. 
The  propriety  of  withholding  it  must  be  decided  by  himself,  not  by 
another  for  him.  Of  the  weight  of  the  reasons  for  and  against 
producing  it  he  himself  is  the  judge." 

Influenced  by  this  and  the  other  precedents  we  have  cited,  as 
well  as  by  reason  and  necessity,  we  are  in  like  manner  disposed  to 
conclude  tliat  the  propriety  of  withholding  the  information  re- 
quired by  the  grand  jury  must  be  determined  by  the  governor 
himself,  and  the  Aveight  of  the  reasons,  influencing  him  in  the  con- 
clnsion  at  which  he  has  arrived,  is  for  himself  and  not  for  the 
court  to  consider. 

Furthermore,  as  the  governor  is  the  chief  executive  of  the  Com- 
monwealth, and  as  such  embodies  the  power  of"  the  people,  for  the 
conservation  of  the  peace  and  the  protection  of  the  rights  and  prop- 
erty of  the  citizens  of  the  State,  as  he  is  also  part  of  the  legislative 
branch  of  the  government,  it  must  be  obvious  to  every  one  that 
there  are  times  when  he  must  be  excused  from  the  ordinary  process 
of  the  courts.  We  presume  it  will  not  be  contended  that  he  would 
be  obliged  to  obey  the  mandate  of  a  subpoena  during  the  sessions 
of  the  legislature  when  his  presence  at  the  capitol  is  constantly 
required,  or  while  engaged  in  the  suppression  of  an  insurrection. 
These,  however,  do  not  embrace  all  his  duties  as  governor;  we  must, 
therefore,  go  one  step  further,  and  concede  that  he  is  exempt  from 
such  process  whenever  engaged  in  any  duty  pertaining  to  his  office. 
Granting  that  there  may  be  times  when  he  is  not  so  engaged,  and 
when  he  might  be  free  to  answer  to  a  subpcBna,  who  is  to  be  the 
judge  of  his  engagements  or  disengagements?  May  he  be  compelled 
to  appear  before  a  court  and  submit  himself  to  the  judgment  thereof 
as  to  whether  his  duties,  just  then, require  him  to  be  in  his  office  at 
Harrisburg,  or  at  the  head  of  the  army  in  the  field,  or  whether  lu» 
may  not  have  a  few  days  of  leisure,  during  which  he  may  await  tho 
will  and  pleasure  of  a  grand  jury?  It  will  be  conceded  that  in 
all  ordinary  cases  he  must  himself  judge  as  to  what  things  he  must 
do  and  what  things  he  must  leave  undone,  and  that  this  is  a  duty 
imposed  upon  him  by  the  Constitution.  But  how  then  shall  a  court, 
at  any  time,  step  in  and  assume  the  power  of  judging  for  him? 
This  cannot  be  done  except  by  an  unwarrantable  assumption  of 
exAautive  prerogative.     The  same  reasoning  which  brings  us  to  the 
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conclusion  that  the  governor  is  the  absolute  judge  of  what  official 
communications  to  himself  or  his  department  may  or  may  not  be 
revealed^  in  like  manner,  leads  us  to  conclude  that  he  must  be  the 
solo  judge,  not  only  of  what  his  official  duties  arc,  but  also  of  the 
time  when  they  should  bo  attended  to.  The  governor,  disavowing 
any  disrespect  to  the  court  or  its  process,  has  answered  that,  in 
consequence  of  his  constant  communication  with  the  State  forces, 
now  in  the  field,  in  the  disorderly  and  riotous  districts,  his  time  is 
fully  occupied  in  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  his  office,  and  that 
to  leave  his  post  would  endanger  the  interests  of  the  public  service. 
This  brings  us  face  to  face  with  the  question,  whether  the  execu- 
tive, or  the  courts  for  him,  are  to  determine  the  character  of  his 
official  duties  and  the  order  in  which  they  may  be  performed.  For 
instance,  is  obedience  to  a  subpoena  one  of  his  duties,  and  if  so, 
shall  he  discharge  that  duty  in  preference  to  that  which  rests  upon 
him  as  commander-in-chief  ?  The  answer  to  this  question  is  easy; 
for  if  the  courts  can,  in  any  one  instance  or  at  any  one  time,  control 
or  direct  the  executive  in  the  performance  of  his  duties,  they  may 
do  so  in  every  instance  and  at  all  times.  We  need  not  waste  time 
in  the  attempt  to  prove  that  this  proposition  is  not  allowable;  that 
the  governor  cannot  thus  be  placed  under  the  guardianship  and 
tutelage  of  the  courts.  To  the  people,  under  the  methods  prescribed 
by  law,  not  to  the  courts,  is  he  answerable  for  his  doings  or  mis- 
doings. It  is  his  duty,  from  time  to  time,  *'  to  give  to  the  general 
assembly  information  of  the  state  of  the  Commonwealth,"  but  it 
is  not  his  duty  to  render  such  an  account  to  the  grand  jury  of 
Allegheny  or  any  other  county.  Whilst,  therefore,  the  motives 
of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  in  granting  the  process  before 
us,  are  not  to  be  lightly  impugned,  yet  we  have  no  doubt  it  ex- 
ceeded its  jurisdiction  in  attempting  to  interfere  with  the  executive 
prerogative. 
Agnew,  C.  J.,  and  Sterrett,  J.,  dissented. 

Let  the  attachment  he  set  aside. 

Note  bt  thb  Rbportbr.  We  append  some  extracts  from  the  dlssentinic  opinion  of 
Chief  Justice  Aonew  : 

'*  We  come  now  to  this  immolate  question,  and  the  first  point  to  be  noticed  is  the 
argument  that  he  is  exempt  from  a  subpoena  because  he  is  a  co-ordinate  branch  of  the 
State  government.  What  is  co-  ordination  or  equality  of  ranJu  under  the  Oonstitutlon? 
It  is  not  the  absolute  Independence  of  each.  If  It  were,  the  end  would  be  disorder, 
conflict,  and  finally  disorganization.  It  Is  not  absolute  superiority  each  over  the 
others,  for  then  they  would  not  co-exist  in  unity,  as  essential  parts  of  the  same  com* 
I  whole.    The  (institution  is  the  written  will  of  the  people.  In  Its  entirety,  and 
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all  its  parts  must  necessarily  cohere  without  Jarring,  in  order  to  effectuate  that  will. 
Equality  of  ranlc  implies  no  superiority,  except  in  tiie  exercise  of  the  particular  func- 
tion confided  to  that  ranlc.  Co-ordination  is  merely  the  vesting  of  the  separate  func- 
tions of  malcing,  determining  and  executing  laws,  in  different  persons,  that  thereby 
the  union  of  all  in  one  person  or  body  may  not  worlc  injury  to  the  public  welfare. 
The  assembly  cannot  try  causes  or  execute  process,  the  governor  cannot  legislate  or 
decide  Judicial  controversies,  and  the  Judges  cannot  maiie  and  execute  laws.  Ttiis  is 
the  general  distribution  of  the  powers  of  the  government,  yet  the  Constitution  itself 
does  not  strictly  adhere  to  it.  Thus  the  legislature  may  make  certain  inquiries,  and 
try  certain  cases,  e.  g.,  the  election  and  qualification  of  members,  contempts,  expul- 
sions. The  governor  approves  or  vetoes  bills,  and  the  courts  superintend  and  enforce 
the  execution  of  process.  But  from  the  very  nature  of  co-ordination  in  one  and  the 
same  government,  and  the  distribution  to  each  branch  of  its  appropriate  functloni^ 
each  is  necessarily  supreme  in  its  own  department,  for  neither  can  freely  exercise  its 
proper  functions  if  it  can  be  obstructed  by  the  other.  For  example  the  judictarv 
can7iot  control  or  interfere  tuith  the  diacretUm  of  the  governor  in  the  exereiBe  of  an  execu- 
tive function.  And  for  the  same  reason  the  legislative  and  executive  branches  con- 
not  control  the  appropriate  functions  of  the  Judicial .  If  the  legislative  or  executive 
can  oppose  or  obstruct  the  exercise  of  an  appropriate  Judicial  power,  the  purpose  of 
separation  is  defeated;  a  practical  union  takes  place  in  them,  and  the  surrender  by 
the  Judiciary  is  effected.  One  of  the  appropriate  and  exclusive  functions  of  the 
Judiciary  is  the  detection,  trial  and  punishment  of  offenders  against  the  law.  On  the 
true  principles  of  constitutional  co-ordination,  therefore,  the  governor  cannot 
.  obstruct  this  function,  and  must  yield  obedience  to  the  Judicial  branch  in  this  respect 
as  the  appropriate  and  superior  repository  of  the  power  conferred  by  the  people 
themselves.  When  arguments  are  properly  drawn  from  the  distribution  of  the  pow- 
ers of  government  among  co-ordinate  branches  their  force  must  be  conceded.  But 
when  their  use  is  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  the  people  who  have  made  this  di»« 
tribution  for  their  own  benefit,  the  argument  Is  fallacious.  Then  it  flies  in  the  face 
of  the  Declaration  of  Rights  (sec.  2,  already  quoted),  'Hhat  all  power  is  inherent  in 
iho  people,  and  all  free  governments  are  founded  on  their  authority,  and  instituted 
for  their  peace,  safety  and  happiness."  This  right  being  reserved  by  the  28th  section 
out  of  the  powers  conferred  in  the  Constitution,  It  follows  no  use  can  be  made  of  the 
distribution  of  powers  prejudicial  to  their  *' peace,  safety  and  happiness."  The 
appropriate  function  of  the  Judiciary  being  the  detection,  trial  and  punishment  of 
offenders,  and  the  inquiry  for  this  purpose  by  witnesses  being  the  constitutional  and 
legal  mode  of  procedure,  it  Is  equally  clear  the  governor,  Just  as  any  other  citizen, 
being  subordinate  to  the  Judicial  power  in  this  respects  must  yield  his  obedience  to  the 
process  necessary  for  the  exercise  of  this  Judicial  function.  Good  government  and 
the  welfare  of  the  people  demand  this. 

This  superior  function  of  the  Judiciary  is  to  be  seen  in  another  aspect.  There  never 
was  a  time  when  it  has  not  been  engaged  in  passing  upon  the  acta  of  both  the  other 
branches,  In  resolving  the  constitutionality  and  interpretation  of  laws,  and  the  regu- 
larity of  executive  acts.  This  needs  no  citation  of  authority .  *'  It  is  idle,"  says  C.  J. 
Gibson,  *'  to  say  the  authority  of  each  branch  is  defined  and  limited  in  the  Constitu- 
tion, if  there  be  not  an  independent  power  able  and  willing  to  enforce  its  limitation." 
**  From  its  very  position  it  is  apparent  that  the  conservative  power  is  lodged  with  the 
Judiciary,  which,  in  the  exercise  of  its  undoubted  right,  is  bound  to  meet  every 
emergency."  **  It  has  t>ecome,"  he  adds,  **  the  duty  of  the  court  to  temporize  no 
Idnger,  but  to  resist,  temperately,  though  firmly,  any  Invasion  of  its  province,  whether 
great  or  small. "  De  ChasteUux  v.  FairchUd,  3  Harris,  IB.  How  futile  would  be  the  Judi- 
cial power  to  punish  crime,  or  vindicate  innocence,  if  the  governor  having  exclusive 
knowledge  of  facts  bearing  upon  either,  could  defy  the  process  of  the  law  at  pleasure. 
To  argue  that  his  ofHclai  character  is  a  ground  of  denial  of  obedience,  is  to  rob  the 
people,  whose  servant  he  is,  of  their  undeniable  right  to  the  due  administration  of 
Justice,  through  that  department  of  the  government  to  which  they  have  committed 
the  right  of  Judgment.  To  say  he  may  be  liable  in  an  action  for  damages  is  no 
vesponae.    If   not  bound  to  appear,  no  right  of  action  can  exist,  for  he  is  under  no 
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duty  to  the  party.  If  ft  be  a  criminal  prosecution,  there  is  no  party  to  wbom  he  could 
respond.  So  Impeachment  cannot  reach  him,  for  that  is  no  impeachable  offenae 
which  is  no  violation  of  duty.  An  obligation  to  answer  the  subpcena  is  the  postulate 
in  either  case.  To  say  he  must  appear  upon  an  indictment,  and  need  not  upon  a 
legal  inquiry,  is  equally  unsound.  For  the  inquiry  of  a  grand  Jury  is,  as  we  have  seen, 
the  constitutional  exercise  of  the  power  of  the  court,  in  order  to  try  and  punish 
offenders.  To  discriminate  between  inquiry  and  trial,  as  a  question  of  power,  is  to 
emasculate  Judicial  rights,  and  dethrone  those  of  the  people. 

And  now  we  may  crave  aid  from  other  sections  of  the  Declaration  of  Rights.  *"  In 
all  criminal  prosecutions,  the  accused  hath  a  right  inter  alia  to  have  compulsory 
process  for  obtaining  witnesses  in  his  favor,  and  in  prosecutions  by  indictment  or 
information,  a  speedy  public  trial  by  an  impartial  Jury  of  the  vicinage:"  Sec.  «. 
**  All  courts  shall  be  open,  and  every  man  for  an  injury  done  him  in  his  lands,  goods, 
person  or  reputation,  shall  have  remedy  by  due  course  of  law,  and  right  and  Justice 
administered  without  sale,  denial  or  delay."  Sec.  11.  These  may  be  taken  In  con- 
nection with  the  6th  see:  "that  trial  by  Jury  shall  be  as  heretofore,  and  the  right 
thereof  remain  Inviolate."  Trial  as  heretofore^  we  have  seen,  implies  inquiry  and 
indictment.  Now,  the  private  rights  of  individuals,  as  thus  enforced,  are  manifestly 
not  superior  to  the  administration  of  public  Justice  for  the  welfare  of  the  people  as 
set  forth  in  the  2d  sec,  already  quoted.  Indeed,  public  rights  are  In  many  respects 
superior  to  Individual  rights,  and  the  enfun^ement  of  the  private  right  of  a  speedy 
trial  implies  the  public  duty,  as  well  as  right,  to  prosecute  offenders,  and  consequently 
the  means  of  doing  so.  Thus  in  every  aspect  the  Constitution,  as  the  supreme  law. 
commands  the  presence  of  every  person,  in  private  or  official  life,  when  his  testimony 
is  necessary  for  the  due  administration  of  Justice.  If,  then,  he  be  liable  to  process, 
and  bound  to  appear,  it  is  a  necessary  corollary,  that  he  Is  liable  to  attachment  for 
his  disobedience  to  the  command  of  the  law. 

The  argument  ah  incnuvenieuii,  that  it  is  necessary  the  governor  should  always  be 
at  the  seat  of  government,  Is  preposterous,  in  view  of  frequent  visits  elsewhere,  of 
business,  courtesy  and  pleasure.  The  absence  of  the  governor  in  the  Rocky  Moun- 
tains, on  his  way  to  California,  at  the  time  of  these  riots,  is  an  apposite  example 
When  bis  presence  is  needed  elsewhere,  no  court  in  the  State  would  soil  its  ermine  by 
a  rude  assault  on  bis  person.  In  all  governments,  composed  of  co-ordinate  organs, 
there  will  be  some  friction;  but  right-minded  men,  mindful  of  their  Just  powers,  and 
their  own  dignity,  are  ever  ready  to  pour  oil  on  the  points  of  contact. 

Coming  now  to  the  practical  test  of  the  question,  let  us  return  to  the  facts.  There 
were  fearful  crimes  committed  on  the  2l8t  and  22d  of  July.  These  are  the  undoubted 
subjects  of  Judicial  inquiry  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  law;  to  wit,  through  a  grand 
Jury.  In  that  unknown  and  vast  multitude  of  citizens  and  soldiers,  who  were  guilty  ? 
who  were  Innocent?  By  the  23d  section  of  the  Declaration  of  Rights,  It  is  declared 
that  the  '*  military  shall  In  all  canes,  and  at  all  times,  be  in  strict  subordination  to  the 
civil  power."  The  military  took  many  lives  —the  multitude  some.  Did  the  military 
act  under  the  authority  of  the  civil  power?  This  is  one  of  the  first  points  of  inquiry 
by  a  grand  jurj-,  for  it  involves  the  question,  whether  their  acts  wore  murder,  man- 
slaughter, excusable  or  Justifiable  homicide.  Thus  the  evidence  of  civil  authority 
becomes  essential  to  the  inquiry.  Did  the  governor,  as  commander-in-chi^f,  command 
their  presence  and  aid  In  quelling  the  violence  of  the  mob?  Or  was  his  authority 
assumed  by  unauthorized  persons?  These  are  questions  which  the  governor  alone,  as 
a  witness,  might  be  able  to  answer  ttatisfactorily.  by  competent  testimony  In  a  com- 
mon-law proceeding.  They  are  not  State  secrets,  but  acts  of  authority  in  their  very 
nature  public,  and  cannot  be  concealed  from  the  inquiry  of  the  law.  The  right  of 
life  and  public  safety  are  too  sacred  to  be  subordinated  to  any  right  to  conceal  the 
authority  by  which  they  are  destniyed  or  Jeopardized .  If  the  executive  authority  was 
duly  given,  he  neither  can  nor  ought  to  withhold  the  knowl6dge  which  acquits  of 
crime  the  military  acting  under  his  own  orders.  Indeed,  from  the  character  of  our 
excellent  governor,  he  would  not  for  a  moment  refuse  to  come  to  their  rescue,  if  be 
believed  his  duty  demanded  It.  On  the  other  hand,  if  his  authority  was  unlawfully 
assumed,  or  was  simulated,  or  was  excrcified  at  the  bidding  of  persons  without  rij^t 
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—Ml  iDfereoce  which  his  absence  in  California  very  naturaliy  raises— and  the  mllltair 
have  been  involved  in  an  unlawful  act,  his  duty  and  the  rights  of  the  people  demand 
his  testimony,  that  the  parties  who  have  thus  misled  them  may  be  reached.  This  is 
no  State  secret  as  to  them,  but  its  concealment  is  a  crime  against  society,  which  no 
one  who  knows  the  governor  would  attribute  to  him,  if  aware  of  his  duty. 

At  this  point  the  case  of  Gray  v.  PenUand,  9  8.  A  R.  23,  may  be  noticed  There  the 
deposition  sent  to  the  governor  affecting  Pentland's  character  was  a  privileged  com- 
munication, and  protected  by  the  governor's  discretion,  for  otherwise  he  might  be 
deprived  of  necessary  information  in  the  performance  of  official  duty.  Hence  the 
court  in  an  exercise  of  sound  discretion  would  not  compel  its  production.  But, 
here  the  authority  of  the  governor  to  call  out  the  troops  to  aid  in  suppressing  a  riot 
is  in  its  nature  a  public  act,  and  his  testimony  is  necessary  to  vindicate  their  rights, 
or  to  reach  others  if  unauthorized  by  him.  In  every  aspect  of  personal  and  official 
duty,  the  State  has  a  right  to  the  disclosure.  A  contrary  doctrine  strikes  at  the  essen- 
tial and  fundamental  principles  of  a  free  government  as  set  forth  in  the  Declaration 
of  Rights. 

Analogies  also  prove  the  truth  of  the  general  doctrine,  that  no  officer,  high  or  low, 
is  Bbove  the  demands  of  Justice,  or  above  the  process  of  the  law.  For  example,  if 
the  governor's  pardon,  or  other  official  acts,  be  forged,  or  stolen,  or  procured  by 
fraud  or  duress,  is  it  possible  he  is  not  liable  to  be  summoned  before  a  jury,  grand  or 
petit.  Inquiring  into  the  fact?  His  deposition  cannot  be  taken  before  a  criminal 
prosecution.  Indeed  there  Is  no  difference  between  a  civil  and  a  criminal  issue,  for 
the  power  to  subpoena  him  to  give  his  deposition  is  Just  as  essential.  So  he  is  called 
to  perform  many  acts  of  statutory  duty.  Is  he  exempt  from  subpoena  when  any  of 
these  acts  become  the  subject  of  Judicial  Inquiry?  And  If  by  courtesy  he  be  per- 
mitted to  be  excused,  on  what  principle  does  this  apply  to  his  chief  officers  of  State? 
The  cases  in  Pennsylvania  abundantly  prove  that  a  mamlamtta  will  He  to  them  to  com- 
pel the  performance  of  ministerial  duties.  Griffith  ▼.  Cochran^  5  BInn.  87;  Common- 
wealth \.  Cochran^  6  id.  456;  CommonuxaUh  v.  Cbc/iran,  1  8.  &  R.  473.  So  the  court 
will  restrain  by  Injunction.  Mbtt  v,  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  6  Casey,  9.  Doubt- 
less this  court  cannot  Interfere  with  the  diacretion  of  the  governor  In  the  perform- 
ance of  any  proper  executive  function,  for  In  that  his  province  is  superior.  Argu- 
ment Is  not  needed  to  prove  this,  yet  it  Is  the  great  work  of  the  opposite  opinion, 
while  no  labor  is  bestowed  to  vindicate  the  power  of  the  governor  to  ol>struct  the 
punishment  of  crime,  by  a  refusal  to  testify.  A  subpoena  to  testify  is  not  an  interfer- 
ence with  that  discretion.  It  has  the  force  of  a  summons  or  notice,  not  an  arrest. 
This  has  been  decided  in  two  cases.  United  States  v.  Cooper^  4  Dall.  341,  and  RegptMica 
V.  Duane*  4  Yeates,  347.  In  the  former.  Judge  Chase  said  he  knew  of  no  privilege  to 
exempt  members  of  Congress  from  the  service  of  a  subpoena,  though  by  the  Constitu- 
tion they  are  exempt  from  arrest  in  all  cases  except  treason,  felony  and  breach  of  the 
peace.  In  the  latter  case.  Judge  Teates,  citing  a  similar  provision  in  the  Constitution 
of  the  State,  held  that  the  service  of  a  subpoena  is  not  an  arrest,  and  that  the  court 
may  grant  an  attachment  or  not  according  to  the  existing  circumstances.  These 
decisions  bear  directly  on  the  question  before  us,  for  as  to  members  of  the  assembly 
there  Is  an  express  provision  against  arrest  in  all  cases  except  treason,  felony,  breach 
and  surety  of  the  peace,  and  violation  of  their  oath  of  office.  Now  the  Constitution 
makes  no  exemption  whatever  of  the  governor,  and  he  is  brought  directly  within 
the  maxim  expressio  vel  desiynatio  penoncB  etft  exclwdo  alterius;  Co.  Lit.  210,  a.  The 
decision  in  Re.ttpvblica  v.  Duane^  gupra^  Is,  therefore,  strongly  In  point.  But  a  case 
exactly  In  point,  decided  by  that  great  Judge  and  statesman.  Chief  Justice  Marshall, 
is  found  In  the  trial  of  Aaron  Burr  for  high  treason.  Vol.  1,  pp.  177  to  188.  The  fol- 
lowing points  were  adjudged:  1.  That  a  subpoena  to  the  presidentof  the  United  States 
can  be  issued.  9.  That  It  can  go  with  a  clause  of  duces  tecum  to  bring  a  letter  In  the 
possession  of  the  president.  3.  That  it  can  be  issued  before  Indictment  found .  4. 
That  the  refusal  of  the  president  is  a  subject  for  the  exercise  of  the  sound  discretion 
of  the  court.  On  page  181  the  chief  Justice,  after  stating  that  he  Is  not  aware  of  any 
decision  that  a  subpoena  cannot  issue  to  the  president,  says  that  **  it  is  not  known 
ever  to  be  doubted,  that  the  chief  magistrate  of  a  State  might  be  served  with  a  sub* 
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posna  ad  tettiAcandum."  A  promlDent  feature  of  that  case  was  that  Col.  Burr  was 
prosecuted  with  Intense  earnestness,  I  mifrht  say  bitterness,  by  the  most  eminent 
counsel  In  the  United  States  (friends  also  of  President  Jefferson),  who  conceded  the 
power  to  Issue  the  subpoena.  The  same  question  arose  a^aln  on  the  subsequent  trial 
for  a  misdemeanor,  and  the  same  decision  was  made.  Said  Chief  Justice  Marshall: 
"  That  the  president  of  the  United  States  may  be  subpoenaed  and  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  required  to  produce  any  paper  In  his  possession  is  not  controverted.**  Burr's 
Trial,  vol.  ?,  p.  535.  He  then  discusses  the  question  of  the  propriety  of  compeillnir 
the  production  of  the  letter  of  General  Wilkinson,  stating  some  reasons  very  similar 
to  those  in  our  case  of  Gray  v.  Penfland,  sttpm,  for  which  a  court  would  refuse  com- 
pulsory process. 

But  assuming  a  case  where  the  court  would  decline  to  compel  the  production  of  a 
paper  or  answer  to  an  oral  question.  It  does  not  dispense  with  the  governor's  attend- 
ance for  examination,  unless  no  other  ground  were  alleged.  But  how  does  the  gover- 
nor know  in  advance  what  will  be  the  subject  of  his  examination  ?  Non  coiittat  that 
any  question  will  be  asked  on  a  privileged  matter.  If  such  be  asked,  he  can  decline 
answering  and  refer  the  privilege  to  the  court,  which  will  decide  it.  Just  as  it  will  the 
privilege  of  counsel,  without  requiring  disclosure  of  the  matter  Itself.  Its  nature  is 
all  the  court  need  know. 

Another  point  may  be  noticed.  It  Is  said  the  Imprisonment  of  the  governor  under 
the  attachment  would  leave  the  State  without  a  head.  The  case  is  hardly  supposa- 
ble,  for  when  the  governor  knows  It  is  his  duty  to  obey  he  will  do  so.  Certainly  Gov- 
ernor Hartranft  Is  not  a  gentleman  who  would  be  guilty  of  a  voluntary  contempt.  If 
voIuNtarlli/ guilty,  he  would  deserve  attachment  for  the  dereliction  of  the  law,  wliich 
his  own  oath  requires  him  to  see  faithfully  executed.  Impeachment,  which  has  been 
insisted  upon,  is  a  harsher  remedy;  for  the  undeniable  fact  of  his  refusal  to  obey  the 
process  would  be  the  inevitable  ground  of  removal  from  office.  If,  however,  his  dis- 
obedience be  involuntary  In  consequence  of  pressing  official  duties,  a  court  which 
would  disallow  his  excuse  would  be  viHited  with  the  highest  censure.  But  assuming 
a  voluntary  contempt  and  Imprisonment,  still  tlic  position  Is  untrue.  The  State  is  not 
without  a  head,  for  the  13th  sec.  of  the  4th  art.  of  the  Constitution  provides :  "  in  ca.«e 
of  the  death,  conviction  on  impeachment,  failure  to  qualify,  resignation,  or  tjther 
diaahUUy  of  the  governor,  the  power,  duties  and  emoluments  of  the  office  for  the 
remainder  of  tiie  term  or  until  the  dimbilily  be  removed,  shall  devolve  upon  the  lieu- 
tenant-governor.' The  14th  section  provides  for  the  disability  of  the  lieutenant- 
governor,  and  devolves  these  duties  on  the  speaker  of  the  Senate.  It  Is  said  impris- 
onment is  no  disability,  which  \\  as  mucli  as  to  say  the  governor  may  be  In  prison  in 
Allegheny  county,  and  at  the  same  time  at  the  seat  of  government,  signing  or  vetoing 
bills  or  performing  other  duties.  If  no  disability,  then  the  State  retains  its  head.  But 
if  the  governor  be  disabled  from  being  in  two  places  at  the  same  time,  then  the  diwi- 
bllity  brings  the  13th  section  Into  play,  and  the  State  is  provided  with  a  const itu« 
tional  substitute.    Quacunquc  via  data^  there  Is  a  chief  executive. 

It  is  said  the  governor  is  the  representative  of  the  people,  and  therefore  not  re8p<»n« 
Bible.  TliiH  is  trur,  <i/  txeculive  <lu/i«y«,  for  therein  the  Constitution,  the  adopted  will  of 
the  people,  is  his  warrant  of  authority;  but  It  is  untrue  of  Judicial  powers,  for 
therein  the  Judiciary  represents  the  people,  by  tlie  same  warrant  of  authority  ;  and 
if  he  violate  the  law,  which  It  is  the  province  of  the  Judiciary  to  enforce  by  their 
authority,  he  Is  liable  to  the  law.  In  a  government  of  law  instituted  by  a  free  people 
for  their  own  benefit,  there  Is  no  royal  prerogative  to  do  nothing  wrong;  and  there- 
fore there  can  be  no  representation  of  their  dignity  such  as  can  strike  down  their 
law  and  prevent  its  administration  by  its  appropriate  functionary. 

On  no  ground  of  the  Constitution,  law,  public  Justice,  State  policy,  or  sound  reason, 
can  I  discover  any  exemption  of  any  officer  In  the  State,  high  or  low,  from  the  com- 
mon duty  all  citizens  owe  to  the  due  administration  of  Justice.  With  these  views 
I  cannot  consent  to  rob  the  Judiciary  of  Its  constitutional  powers,  and  exalt  tha 
executive  above  the  demands  of  Justice  and  the  safety  and  welfare  of  the  people,  f 
cannot  abnegate  a  )K>\vcr  intrusted  to  me  by  the  people,  and  will  return  to  them  a 
commission,  soon  to  expire,  unsullied  by  any  dereliction  of  duty,  or  obeisance  at  tb# 
shrine  of  unwarranted  power." 
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TuRKER  V.  Commonwealth. 

(86  Penn.  St.  54.) 

OrinnnaX  law  —  alibi  — presttmptioiis  an  to  failure  to  prone. 

An  instruction  to  a  jury  in  a  criminal  case,  that  an  unsuccessful  attempt  to 
prove  an  cdibi  is  an  attempt  to  manufacture  evidence  which  always  beam 
against  the  prisoner,  is  erroneous.* 


I 


NDICTMENT  and  conviction  for  murder.     The  opinion  states 
the  point. 

Willinm  A.  Wallace  (with  whom  was  />.  L,  Krebs),  for  prisoner. 


Thomas  H,  Murray,  Cyrus  Gordon  and  William  M.  McCuUoughf 
district  attorney,  for  the  Commonwealth. 

Gordon,  J.  [Omitting  other  points.]  We  must  also  take  issue 
with  the  learned  judge  on  the  rule  which  he  has  announced  as  the 
governing  one  in  a  defense  resting  upon  an  alibi.  He  says:  "An 
alibi  is  a  perfect  defense  when  it  is  fully,  clearly  and  satisfactorily 
established,  but  the  burden  is  ui)on  the  person  asserting  it  to  estab- 
lish it."  And  further  on:  **  If  proved  it  constitutes  a  complete 
defense;  if  not  proved,  and  you  think  it  has  not  been  proved,  the 
attempt  to  manufactui-e  evidence  is  a  circumstance  which  always 
bears  against  the  }>erson.  Xo  innocent  person  is  driven  to  manu- 
facture evidence." 

As  an  abstract  proposition,  the  first  part  of  this  instruction  might 
be  regarded  as  correct,  for,  in  the  first  place,  as  is  said  in  Briceland 
V.  The  Commonwealth,  24  P.  F.  Smith,  463,  i)er  Aonew,  J.,  when 
a  defense  rests  upon  proof  of  alibi,  it  must  cover  the  time  when  the 
offense  is  shown  to  have  been  committed,  so  as  to  preclude  the  pos- 
sibility of  the  prisoner's  presence  at  the  place  of  murder. 

It  thus  necessarily  follows  that  if  the  evidence  on  this  point  is 
imperfect  it  comes  to  nothing.  So,  if  the  case  of  the  Common- 
wealth rested  upon  positive  and  undoubted  proofs,  it  might  require 
like  testimony  to  beget  a  reasonable  doubt  and  hence  less  than 
full,  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence  would  be  worthless.  The  fault, 
however,  with  this  iiistruction  in  the  present  case,  which  is  one 

•  8e«  SUiU  ▼.  Bardin  (46  Iowa,  aS0),  26  Am.  B«p.  174. 
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depending  wholly  upon  circumstantial  evidence,  is  that,  under  it, 
if  the  testimony  fails  to  reach  a  strength  sufficient  to  work  an 
acquittal,  it  is  in  effect  excluded  from  the  case.  This  is  a  rule 
inadmissible  in  modern  criminal  jurisprudence;  for  proof  of  an 
alibi  is  as  much  a  traverse  of  the  crime  charged  as  any  other 
defense,  and  proof  tending  to  establish  it,  though  not  cleai*,  may, 
nevertheless,  with  other  facts  of  the  case,  raise  doubt  enough  to 
produce  an  acquittal.  We  are  inclined  to  think  with  Mr.  Greenleaf 
(Ev.,  vol.  1,  §  81,  b},  that  the  true  rule  in  criminal  cases,  notwith- 
standing;^ some  decisions  to  the  contrary,  is,  that  the  burden  of 
proof  Ki'ver  shifts,  but  rests  upon  the  prosecution  throughout,  so 
that  in  all  cases  a  conviction  can  be  had  only  after  the  jury  haee 
been  convinced,  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  of  the  defendant's 
guilt.  From  this  it  results  that,  if  from  any,  or  from  all  the  evi- 
dence taken  together,  a  reasonable  doubt  of  the  defendant's  guilt 
is  raised,  there  should  be  an  acquittal. 

The  latter  part  of  the  instructions  above  cited  is  manifestly 
wrong  in  this,  that  the  jury  are  told  that  the  defendant,  having 
undertaken  to  defend  himself  on  the  ground  of  alibi,  must  produce 
evidence  sufficient  to  work  his  acquittal,  or,  if  not,  his  failure  is  in 
itself  evidence  of  guilt.  This  is  adding  a  penalty  to  what  may  be, 
not  the  defendant's  crime,  but  his  misfortune  —  a  result  that  we 
cannot  sanction.  Were  the  defendant  detected  in  an  attempt  to 
corrupt  witnesses,  or  to  manufacture  evidence,  it  would  certainly 
weigh  heavily  against  him,  but  his  mere  failure  to  prove  a  given 
point  of  his  defense  is  no  evidence  of  such  attempt,  and  it  ought 
not  to  have  been  submitted  as  such. 

The  sentence  of  the  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  is  reversed,  and 
a  new  venire  is  orded.  Reversed. 


Gramlich  v.  Wurst. 

(86  PeDn.  St.  74.) 

Negligence  —  excavation  on  land  adjoining  kighvMy  —  tre$pa$s&r. 

A  was  making  an  excavation  bj  contract  on  the  land  of  B,  at  a  point  some 
eighty  feet  from  the  street  and  ten  or  fifteen  ieet  above  its  grade.  A  third 
person  having  faUen  Into  the  excavation  at  night,  and  cr/iug  for  help,  C 
approached  to  help  him,  fell  into  the  excavation  and  was  killed.  Held,  that 
A  was  not  liabh*  therefor.* 


*  See  McAlphi  v .   P'fWeU  (70  N.  Y.  1«7),  96  Am.  Bep.  565,  and  note,  Sm, 
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ACTION  for  negligence.    The  opinion  states  the  facts.     Judg- 
ment for  plaintiff. 
I 
George  W.  Dedrick  and  David  W.  Sellers,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Walter  J.  Budd  and  John  B.  Divine,  for  defendants  in  error. 

Woodward,  J.  John  Adam  Wurst  was  killed  by  falling  into  a 
vault  which  Frederick  Gramlich,  the  defendant  below,  was  em- 
ployed in  excavating  on  a  lot  belonging  to  Adam  Miller,  on  the 
east  side  of  Thirty-first  street,  above  Jefferson.  The  work  was 
done  under  a  contract  between  Gramlich  and  Miller,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  the  contract  Gramlich  had  exclusive  possession  of  the 
lot  Another  person  had  fallen  into  the  vault,  and  in  approaching 
to  aid  him  in  response  to  his  cries  for  help,  it  is  probable  that 
TVurst  met  with  the  accident  that  caused  his  death.  In  falling 
his  head  struck  the  shaft  of  a  cart  that  was  in  use  in  doing  the 
work,  and  which  had  been  left  over  night  in  the  excavation. 

It  was  after  dark,  on  the  evening  of  the  13th  of  February,  1874, 
that  the  accident  happened.  On  the  morning  of  that  day  the  roof 
of  an  ice-house  on  a  lot  of  Henry  Miller,  intervening  between 
Adam  Miller's  land  and  Jefferson  street,  had  broken  down,  and 
Wurst,  who  was  a  carpenter,  had  been  at  work  at  that  building 
during  the  whole  of  the  afternoon.  Michael  Gossey,  one  of  the 
witnesses  for  the  plaintiffs,  said  he  saw  him  about  half  past  three 
o'clock  on  the  top  of  the  brewery  getting  wood  down,  and  Henry 
Miller  said  :  "  Wurst  was  there  before  I  was,  clearing  off  the 
roof.  It  was  a  little  after  12  o'clock  when  I  arrived  there.  As 
long  as  I  stood  there  he  was  working  there ;  he  was  there  until 
after  7  o'clock.  He  was  hauling  away  timber  ;  it  was  hauled  to 
the  north  side,  between  my  brewery  and  the  vault  Mr.  Gramlich 
was  digging."  There  was  an  open  space  between  Henry  Miller's 
building  and  Adam  Miller's  line,  and  from  the  account  which  the 
plaintiffs  gave  of  Wurst's  employment,  during  the  day,  the  fact 
that  the  excavation  was  being  made  must  have  been  known  to  him, 
and  the  situation  of  the  vault  when  the  work  ceased  that  evening 
must  have  been  within  his  view.  When  he  fell  he  was  passing 
from  the  land  of  Henry  Miller  near  the  rear  of  Adam  Miller's  lot, 
and  perhaps  eighty  feet  eastwardly  from  the  Thirty-first  street  front 

Under  these  facts — and  all  of  them  that  are  material  are  gatli« 
ered  from  the  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs — what  duty  did 
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Gramlich  owe  to  Wurst  ?  The  contract  for  digging  the  vault  waa 
a  perfectly  lawful  one,  and  it  has  not  been  alleged  that  the  work 
was  done  otherwise  than  in  the  accustomed  way.  It  was  all  done 
within  Adam  Miller's  lines.  No  adjacent  land  was  encroached 
upon,  and  no  danger  to  passengers  on  any  highway  was  created, 
Indeed,  there  was  no  highway  to  be  involved  in  danger.  Thirty- 
first  street,  north  of  Jefferson,  had  only  been  opened  along  the 
property  of  Henry  Miller,  and  the  surface  of  Adam  Miller's  lot  at 
the  line  of  the  street  was  fro  in  ten  to  fifteen  feet  above  its  estab- 
lished  grade.  There  was  some  conflicting  testimony  as  to  paths 
alleged  to  have  traversed  the  lot,  but  if  there  were  such  paths,  they 
extended  eastwardly  or  north-eastwardly  in  the  direction  of  a  lamp- 
black factory,  and  it  was  not  contested  that  Wurst  fell  into  the 
vault  as  he  approached  it  from  the  southern  side.  The  existence 
or  non-existence  of  paths  across  the  property  was  immaterial. 

In  the  ordinary  case  the  jury  must  pass  upon  evidence  given  in 
support  of  a  charge  of  negligence.  They  must  do  this  always 
when  the  measure  of  duty  is  ordinary  and  reasonable  care,  and  the 
standard  of  the  degree  of  care  shifts  with  the  change  of  circum« 
stances.  And  they  must  do  it  also  where  essential  facts  are  con- 
troverted. But  where  there  is  no  conflict  of  testimony,  and  either 
the  standard  of  individual  duty  has  been  judicially  determined,  or 
the  rights  of  owners  of  property  have  been  judicially  defined,  the 
decision  of  a  question  of  negligence  affecting  individual  action  in 
the  one  case,  or  the  exercise  of  dominion  over  property  in  the 
other,  becomes  the  duty  of  a  court.  Negligence  is  to  be  found 
upon  evidence,  and  is  not  to  be  presumed  from  the  bare  fact  of  the 
occurrence  of  an  accident  on  a  defendant's  land.  Gramlich  was  in 
the  lawful  occupancy  of  the  lot  on  which  Wurst  was  killed,  and 
was  engaged  in  an  employment  that  was  entirely  legitimate.  In 
the  absence  of  evidence  to  show  the  existence  of  exceptional  haz- 
ards, he  was  not  required  to  provide  exceptional  safeguards.  An 
owner  of  land  may  improve  it  in  his  own  time  and  in  his  own  way, 
so  that  he  violates  no  duty  that  he  owes  to  any  adjacent  owner  or 
to  the  public.  A  case  as  old  as  Blyth  v.  Topham,  Cro.  Jac.  158, 
held  that  ^'  an  action  doth  not  lie  if  a  man  makes  a  ditch  in  hia 
waste,  which  lies  near  the  highway,  into  which  the  horse  of  another 
falls  ;  for  the  ditch  in  his  own  soil  was  no  wrong  to  the  other,  but 
it  was  his  fault  that  his  horse  escaped  into  the  waste."  Where  A, 
who  was  the  owner  of  a  storehouse   and  lot,  left  at  the   rear  of 
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the  storehouse  an  excuvation  walled  up  to  give  light  to  the 
cellar,  and  B,  who,  on  an  alarm  of  fire,  went  down  to  the 
storehouse^  adjoining  the  house  in  which  the  fire  was,  and  enter* 
ing  at  the  front  door,  went  through  the  store,  and  going  through 
the  back  door,  turned  off  the  gangway  across  the  opening  and  fell 
in  and  was  injured,  it  was  held  that  the  digging  of  an  open  space 
in  the  rear  of  the  storehouse  hy  A,  upon  his  own  gi-ound,  was  a 
lawful  act  by  him,  and  he  had  the  right  to  keep  it  there  as  an 
appurtenant  right  for  the  use  of  his  property,  and  B  falling  in  by 
accident,  the  same  not  being  near  a  public  street  or  crossing,  gave 
no  right  to  recover  damages  fi*om  A  as  a  wrong-doer,  and  B, 
going  there  on  account  of  the  fire,  did  not  change  the  rule.  Kohn 
V.  Lovett,  44  6a.  251.  The  law  fully  recognizes  the  right  of  him 
who,  having  the  dominion  of  the  soil,  without  malice  does  a  lawful 
act  on  his  own  premises,  and  leaves  the  consequences  of  an  act 
thereby  happening  where  they  belong,  upon  him  who  has  wandered 
out  of  his  way,  though  he  may  have  been  guilty  of  no  negligence 
in  the  ordinai'y  acceptation  of  the  term.  It  is  purely  damnum 
absque  injuria.  Morgan  v.  City  of  Hallowell,  57  Me.  377.  "When  an 
excavation  is  made  adjoining  to  a  public  way,  so  that  a  person 
walking  on  it  might,  by  making  a  false  step,  or  being  affected 
with  certain  giddiness,  fall  into  it,  it  is  reasonably  that  the  person 
making  such  excavation  should  be  liable  for  the  consequences. 
But  when  the  excavation  is  made  at  some  distance  from  the  way, 
and  the  person  falling  into  it  would  be  a  trespasser  upon  the  defend- 
ant's land  before  he  reached  it,  the  case  seems  to  me  to  be  differ- 
ent.** Martin,  B.,  in  Hardcastle\.  The  South  Yorkshire  Railway 
Co.y  4  Hurl.  &  N.  67.  So  where  the  defendants  were  owners  of 
waste  land  which  was  bounded  by  two  highways,  and  they  worked 
a  quarry  in  the  waste,  and  the  plaintiflE,  not  knowing  of  the  quarry, 
passed  over  the  waste  in  the  dark  and  fell  into  the  quarry  and 
broke  his  leg,  and  then  brought  an  action  for  the  injury,  it  was 
held  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained,  as  there  was  no  legal 
obligation  in  the  defendants  to  fence  the  quarry  for  the  benefit  of 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  mere  trespasser  on  the  land.  Hounsdl  v. 
Smythy  7  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  731.  This  rule  was  laid  down  by  Chief 
Justice  Gibson,  in  Knight  v.  Abert^  6  Barr,  472,  which  decided 
that  though  no  action  lies  in  Pennsylvania  for  trespass  by  cattle 
pasturing  on  uninclosed  woodland,  yet  that,  not  being  a  matter  of 
right,  the  owner  of  the  land  is  not  liable  for  injury  sustained  by 
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such  cattle  falling  into  a  liole  dug  by  him  within  the  boundaries  of 
his  land,  and  left  uninclosed.  And  the  opinions  of  Mr.  Justice 
Strong,  in  TJie  Philadelphia  S  Readiiig  R,  R,  Co.  v.  Uuminel,  8 
Wright,  378,  and  of  Mr.  Justice  Sharswood,  in  Gillis  v.  The 
Pennsylvania  R.R.  Co.,  9  P.  F.  Smith,  129,  illustrated  and  enforced 
substantially  the  same  rule. 

Reliance  has  been  placed  on  the  case  of  tlie  Hydraulic  Works  v. 
OrVy  2  Norris,  332,  to  support  this  judgment.  The  distinction 
between  that  case  and  this  is  marked  and  obvious.  There  the 
accident  happened  in  a  private  passage  or  cartway  adjoining  a  fac- 
tory, where  several  kinds  of  business  were  caiTied  on  in  different 
stories,  and  was  caused  by  the  falling  of  a  heavy  platform  employed 
as  an  inclined  plane  to  move  heavy  ai*ticles  into  and  out  of  the 
building.  When  used  it  was  lowered  so  as  to  cover  the  pavement 
of  the  cartway.  When  not  in  use,  it  was  raised  on  hinges  that 
connected  one  side  of  it  within  eighteen  inches  of  the  wall,  was 
not  fastened  at  the  upper  side,  and  was  so  nearly  at  equi]X)i8e  that 
slight  force  only  was  required  to  draw  it  down.  The  cartway 
oj^ned  from  a  public  street,  where  people  were  constantly  passing, 
and  children  were  often  at  play.  There  was  a  gate  at  the  street 
end,  and  this  was  frequently  left  open.  It  was  so  left  at  the  time 
of  the  accident,  when  four  children  intruded  into  the  cartway,  and 
their  thoughtless  tampering  with  the  platform  resulted  in  drawing 
it  down  upon  themselves,  and  in  producing  injury  to  the  child  of 
the  plaintiffs  from  which  he  died.  This  court  affirmed  a  verdict 
and  judgment  for  damages  in  the  Common  Pleas.  No  cause  was 
ever  more  justly  decided.  It  was  the  case  suggested  by  Baron 
Martin,  in  Hardcastle  v.  The  South  Yoi'kshire  Railway  Company y 
of  a  dangerous  appliance  adjoining  a  public  way.  The  childi-en 
were  trespassers,  certainly,  but  then  they  were  children,  and  the 
defendants  were  bound  to  have  regard  to  the  reckless  and  thought- 
less tastes  and  traits  of  childhood.  The  entrance  to  the  cartway  waa 
open  and  unguarded,  and  the  facts  in  the  record  showed  the  strong 
probability  of  danger  from  the  structure.  It  had  once  fallen  against 
the  wheels  of  a  wagon,  and  when  other  wagons  passed  it  was  held 
up  by  hand.  Even  a  trespasser  may  have  redress  for  negligent 
injuries  inflicted  on  him.  Though  he  is  liable  to  an  action  for  his 
own  wrong,  he  does  not  necessaiily  forfeit  his  right  of  action  for 
injuries  he  has  sustained,  as,  for  example,  by  falling  into  a  hole 
neSvly  excavated  oii  a  defendant's  premises  adjoining  a  public  way. 
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and  rendering  it  unsafe  to  persons  lawfully  using  the  same  with 
ordinary  care.  Barnes  v.  Ward,  9  C.  B.  392,  420.  The  owner  of 
open  land  has  no  right  to  plant  in  it  spring  guns  by  which  ordi- 
nary trespassers  may  be  wounded.  Slate  v.  Moore,  31  Conn.  479. 
In  this  country,  while  a  house  may  be  thus  protected  from  burglars, 
no  man  has  a  right  to  place  on  his  land  any  instrument  to  injure 
persons  merely  straying  on  such  land.  Johnson  v.  Patterson,  14 
Conn.  1.  A  party  may  be  acting  in  violation  of  some  particular 
statute  and  still  be  under  the  general  protection  of  the  law,  Spof- 
ford  V  Harlowy  3  Allen,  176.  The  Hydraulic  Works  v.  Orr  rested 
on  principles  and  precedents  that  sustained  it  amply,  but  which 
have  no  application  here.  The  undisputed  facts  proved  the  defend- 
ant to  have  been  guiltless  of  all  wrong,  and  the  prayer  for  instruc- 
tion to  the  jury  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  should  have  been 
granted. 

Judgment  reversed. 


OONNBCTICUT   MUT.    LlFE  InS.   Co.  V.  OrOOM. 

(86  Penn.  St.  92.) 

Life  insurance  —  ttuiride  —  insanity, 

A  life  insurance  policy,  conditioned  to  be  void  if  tlie  insured  shaU  die  by  sui- 
cide, is  not  avoided  by  tbe  self  destruction  of  tlie  assured  wlien  insane,  al- 
though be  meant  to  kill  himself  and  knew  that  death  would  result  from  his 
acts.* 


C 


OVENANT  on  a  policy  of  life  insurance.     The  opinion  suffi- 
ciently states  the  facts.     Judgment  for  plaintiff. 


M>  Arnold  and  W,  S.  Price,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Oeorge  R.  Snowden.  for  defendant  in  error. 

Woodward,  J.     By  the  facts  agreed  upon  at  the  trial,  and  by 
the  verdict,  it  was  established  that  James  M.  Boileau's  death  was 

*  See  Pmiitm  v  LmiiOGna  Equitahle  Life  Ins.  Co.  CM  La.  Ann  4(H),  21  Am.  Rep.  549 ; 
VanZandt  v.  Mtil.  Ben.  Life.  Ins,  Co  (5b  N.  Y.  leO),  14  Am.  Rep.  215;  Cooper  v.  Jfam, 
Life  In$  Co  (MB  Mass.  S27),  3  Am.  Rep.  451,  and  note,  454 ;  Phadenhauer  v  Oernnania 
Life  In»,  Co.  (7  Helsk.  667),  19  Am.  Rep.  623,  and  note,  628.  '*  Sane  or  Insane,"  see 
BfpdoiP ▼.  The  DerMMre  Life  Ins.  0>.  (U.  &  Sup.  Gt.),  19  Am.  Rep.  628,  uote. 
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cansed  by  his  own  act ;  that  he  was  insane  at  the  time  ;  that  he 
intended  to  take  his  life  ;  and  that  he  knew  death  would  result 
from  the  act  he  committed.  The  suit  was  upon  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance on  Mr.  Boileau's  life,  and  contained  a  provision  that  if  he 
should  "  die  by  suicide  "  it  should  be  null  and  void.  The  eflTect  of 
that  provision  on  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff,  in  view  of  the  estab- 
lished fact  of  the  insanity,  has  l>eon  the  point  especially  in  con- 
troversy. On  the  one  hand,  the  ground  was  taken  that  the  word 
"suicide  "  cannot  properly  be  applied  to  a  voluntary  death,  unless 
caused  by  an  act  done  by  a  person  of  sound  mind,  and  capable  of 
measuring  his  moral  responsibility  for  his  conduct.  On  the  part 
of  the  defendants,  it  was  contended  that  the  word  is  synonymous 
with  death  by  one's  own  hand,  simply  signifying  the  killing  of 
one's  own  self,  and  that  whether  ho  is  sane  or  insane  when  he  kills 
himself,  dejiends  on  his  knowledge  or  ignorance  of  the  consequences 
of  the  act.  The  jury  were  instructed  that  the  clause  of  foi-feiture 
in  the  policy  would  not  bar  a  recovery  if  they  should  find  Mr. 
Boileau  to  have  been  insane,  and  that  insanity  would  be  made  out 
if  they  should  find  that  his  anxieties  and  sufferings  had  '*  so  en- 
tirely overpowered  his  judgment  as  to  render  him  uimiiiu  to  distin- 
guish between  right  and  wrong." 

Undoubtedly  the  weight  of  autliority — or  rather  tlie  i)roponder- 
ance  of  decisions — in  England  and  this  country,  has  been  in  sup- 
port of  the  legalftheory  of  the  counsel  for  tb.e  defendants.  But  it 
IS  believed  that  the  class  of  eases  to  wliicli  tlio  yfutual  Life  Imur- 
aiice  Company  of  New  York  v.  Terry,  15  Wall.  580,  belongs, 
furnish  the  safer  and  better  rule.  The  clause  of  the  policy  relied 
on  was  not  a  covenant  for  the  performance  of  a  duty  under  a 
mutual  contract  It  was  scarcely  a  condition  even.  It  was  a  pro- 
vision for  the  absolute  forfeiture  of  the  rights  of  the  insured  on  the 
happening  of  the  six)cified  contingency.  Premiums  were  paid  from 
the  14th  of  February,  1872,  until  the  death  occurred.  To  serve 
the  purposes  of  the  defendants,  it  was  requisite  that  the  existence 
of  conditions  under  which  the  clause  of  forfeiture  was  to  have 
operation,  should  be  clearly,  strictly  and  technically  made  out.  He 
who  receives  an  instrument,  and  parts  with  his  money  on  the  faith 
of  it,  should  have  a  construction  put  upon  it  in  his  favor,  because 
the  words  of  the  instrument  are  not  his,  but  those  of  the  other 
party.  Afayerx.  Isaac,  6  M.  &  W.  612.  This  principle  applies 
to  a  condition  in  a  policy  of  insurance,  which,  being  the  language 
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of  the  company,  must,  if  there  be  any  ambiguity  in  it,  be  taken 
most  strongly  against  them.  Notman  v.  Anchor  Ass,  Co.,  4  C.  B. 
(N.  S.)  481.  Generally,  in  legal  acceptation  and  in  popular  use, 
the  word  "  suicide  ''  is  employed  to  chai*acterize  the  crime  of  self- 
murder.  It  is  called  ''self  murder"  in  terms  in  Webster,  and  is 
defined  to  be  **  the  act  of  designedly  destroying  one's  own  life, 
committed  by  a  person  of  years  of  discretion  and  of  sound  mind." 
Self-destruction,  under  insane  impulses  so  strong  as  to  bo  beyond 
the  control  and  restraint  of  the  will,  is  a  result  produced  by  dis- 
ease, for  which  the  victim  of  it  is  no  more  morally  responsible  than 
he  would  be  for  any  other  of  the  maladies  of  which  men  die.  The 
disease,  when  it  manifests  itself  in  that  form  of  melancholia,  which 
creates  a  prevailing  propensity  to  suicide,  consists  in  the  unfounded 
and  morbid  fancies  of  the  sufferer  regarding  his  means  of  subsist- 
ence or  his  position  in  life,  or  in  distorted  conceptions  of  his  rela- 
tions to  society  or  his  family,  of  his  rights  or  duties,  or  of  dangers 
threatening  his  person,  property  or  reputation.  "  When  the  melan- 
cholic hallucination  has  fully  taken  possession  of  the  mind,"  says 
Abercrombie,  "it  becomes  the  sole  object  of  attention,  without  the 
power  of  varying  the  impression  or  of  directing  the  thoughts  to 
any  facts  or  considerations  calculated  to  remove  or  palliate  it.  The 
evil  seems  overwhelming  and  irremediable,  admitting  neither  of 
consolation  nor  hope.  For  the  process  of  mind  calculated  to 
diminish  such  an  impression,  or  even  to  produce  the  hope  of  a 
palliation  of  the  evil,  is  precisely  that  exercise  of  mind  which,  in 
this  singular  condition,  is  lost  or  suspended,  namely,  the  power  of 
changing  the  subject  of  thought,  of  transferring  the  attention  to 
other  facts  or  considerations,  and  of  comparing  the  mental  con- 
dition with  these,  and  with  the  actual  state  of  things.  Under  such  a 
conviction  of  overwhelming  and  hopeless  misery,  the  feeling  natur- 
ally arises  of  life  being  a  burden,  and  this  is  succeeded  by  a 
determination  to  quit  it  When  such  an  association  has  once  been 
formed  it  also  fixes  itself  upon  the  mind,  and  fails  to  be  corrected 
by  those  considerations  which  ought  to  remove  it."  Whart.  &  Stille's 
Med.  Jur.,  §  206.  When  the  disease  attains  a  stage  at  which  the 
mental  power  to  judge  of  the  moral  nature  of  the  act  is  entirely 
gone,  self-destruction  does  not  become  suicide  in  the  sense  of  self* 
murder.  Such  an  act  has  never  involved  criminal  responsibility 
and  punishment,  and  it  should  not  be  followed,  except  under 
express  stipulation,  by  a  forfeiture  of  contract  rights.     The  rule 
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adopted  by  Willard,  J.,  in  Breasted  v.  Farmers'  Loan  Co.,  8 
N.  Y.  299,  was  a  safe  ai)d  just  one.  ''It  mast  occur  to  eveiy 
prudent  man  seeking  to  make  provision  for  his  family  by  an  insur- 
ance on  liis  life,  that  insanity  is  onj  of  the  diseases  that  may  termi- 
nate his  being.  It  is  said  the  defendants  did  not  insui*^  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  intestate's  reason.  Xor  did  they,  in  terms,  insure 
him  against  small-pox  or  scarlet  fever;  but  had  he  died  of  either 
iiisease,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  defendants  would  have  been 
liable.  They  insured  the  continuance  of  his  life.  What  difference 
can  it  make  to  them  or  to  him  whether  it  is  terminated  by  the 
ordinary  course  of  disease  in  his  bed,  or,  in  a  tit  of  delirium,  he 
ends  it  himself.  In  each  case  the  death  is  occasioned  by  a  means 
within  the  meaning  of  the  policy,  if  the  exception  contemplates,  as 
1  think  it  does,  the  destruction  of  life  by  a  rational  agent,  responsi- 
ble for  his  act." 

But  it  has  been  urged  that  the  steps  taken  by  Mr.  Boileau  to 
destroy  his  life  were  consciously  intelligent, and  tliat  he  knew  what 
the  consequence  of  taking  them  would  be.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
he  had  such  knowledge.  Uis  very  purpose  was  to  kill  himself. 
Such  a  degree  of  intelligence  may  well  co-exist  with  faculties  so 
distorted  and  a  mind  so  shattered  by  long-continued  suffering  as  ta 
inspire  a  morbid  impulse,  the  nature  of  which  the  weakened  judg- 
ment cannot  measure,  and  the  execution  of  which  the  uncertain  and 
feeble  will  cannot  restniin.  Almost  every  insane  man  knows  that 
food  will  satisfy  hunger,  and  that  water  will  quench  thirst  He  is 
able  to  realize  that  fire  will  burn  him;  that  blood  will  follow  the 
blow  of  a  knife,  and  that  he  will  feel  pain  if  his  flesh  is  torn.  And 
he  acts  consciously  throughout  his  life  on  such  knowledge.  It  sur- 
vives often  among  the  instincts  of  the  man  after  the  intellect  is 
wrecked.  But  the  effect  of  partial  mental  aberration  is  concen- 
trated upon  the  faculties  involved  in  the  disease.  In  McElrot/'s 
jasBy  6  W.  &  S.  451,  Huston,  J.,  said,  that  all  treatises  on 
insanity,  and  most  reports  of  trials  relating  to  insane  persons, 
show  that  a  total  loss  of  reason  and  memory  is  unknown  to 
court  and  physicians,  unless  in  cases  of  delirium  from  disease, 
or  absolute  frenzy;  and  yet  commissions  of  lunacy  are  constantly 
found,  and  deeds  and  wills  avoided  for  insanity.  In  the  opinion 
the  judge  quoted  the  remark  of  liord  Hale,  that  **8ome  persons 
that  have  a  competent  use  of  reason  in  respect  to  some  subjects  are 
under  a  particular  dementia  in  respect  to  some  particular  discourses^. 
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subjects  or  applications."  He  quoted  also  from  the  argument  of  Mr. 
Erskine,  in  defense  of  Hatfield,  the  statement  which  was  adopted 
in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  that  "  in  all  cases  which  have  filled 
Westminster  Hall  with  the  most  complicated  considerations,  the 
lunatics  and  other  insane  persons  who  have  been  the  subjects  of 
them  have  not  only  had  the  most  perfect  knowledge  and  recollection 
of  all  the  relations  they  stood  in  toward  others,  and  of  the  acts  and 
circumstances  of  their  lives,  but  have,  in  general,  been  remarkable 
for  subtlety  and  acuteness.  Defects  in  their  reasonings  have 
seldom  been  traceable.  The  disease  consisted  in  the  delusive 
sources  of  thought;  all  their  deductions  within  the  scope  of  the 
malady  being  founded  on  the  immovable  assumption  of  matters  as 
realities,  either  without  any  foundation  whatever*  or  so  distorted 
and  disfigured  by  fancy,  as  to  be  nearly  the  same  thing  as  their 
creation." 

In  every  respect  this  cause  was  determined  accurately  in  the 
court  below.  The  charge  was  subject  to  no  valid  objection,  and 
the  judgment  was  properly  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  point 
reserved, 

Jtcdgme7ii  affirmed. 


Creed  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

(86  Penn.  St.  138.) 
Negligence  —  railroad  company  —  rights  of  passenger  in  caboose. 

A  person  got  into  a  caboose  attaclied  to  tlie  rear  of  a  mixed  freight  and 
passenger  train,  and  wliile  riding  tliere  was  killed  by  the  negligence  of  thn 
railway  company.  Tlie  caboose  was  forbidden  to  all  but  employees  of  the 
company.  The  deceased  was  not  such  employee,  and  it  did  not  appear  that 
he  paid  any  fare.  Held,  that  the  legal  presumption  was  that  he  was  a  pas- 
senger travelling  for  a  consideration,  and  the  company  was  liable  in  damages 
for  his  death.* 

ACTION  of  damages  for  negligence.     The  action  in  question 
occurred  from  a  misplaced  switch.     The  opinion  states  the 
other  facts.     Judgment  for  plaintiff. 

*  As  to  rights  of  passengers  oo  freUrht  trains,  see  Arnold  y.  TUinois  Cent,  R.  R.  Co, 
(88 lU.  S73),25  Am.  Rep.  888;  Lmcos  t.  Milwavkee  A  St.  Paul  R,  Co.  (83 Wis.  41),  14  Am. 
Bep.  785. 
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Pierce  Archer,  Jr,,  uiul  Lewis  (\  CassiUy^  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Chapnan  Bicldle,  for  defendant  in  error.  A  passenger  by  pre- 
sumption of  law  is  one  who  takes  his  seat  openly  in  the  place 
assigned  to  passengers  generally  (Whart.  on  Neg.,  §  354);  is  ready 
and  willing  to  pay  his  fare  when  called  upon  {Railroad  Co.  v. 
Boohsy  7  P.  F.  Smith,  346),  and  consents  to  all  the  reasonable 
rules  of  the  company  for  entering,  occupying  and  leaving  their 
cars.  Stillivan  v.  The  Reading  Railroad  Co.,  6  Casey,  238;  Rail- 
road Co.  V.  Zebe,  9  id.  326.  A  person  on  a  freight  train  is  not  a  pas- 
senger, and  no  act  of  a  conductor  of  a  freight  train  will  bind  a 
company,  unless  it  assents  thereto.  Eaton  v.  Delaware  and  Lacka- 
toanna  Railroads  Co,,  57  N.  Y.  382 ;  15  Am.  Rep,  513 ;  Lygo  v. 
Netobold,  9  Exch.  302 ;  Union  Pacific  R,  Co.  v.  Nichols,  8  Eans. 
505;  12  Am.  Rep.  475. 

Gordon,  J.  From  the  evidence,  it  appears  that  Henry  Creed, 
the  husband  of  the  plaintiff,  from  the  death  of  whom  the  present 
action  has  resulted,  was  a  passenger  upon  a  mixed  freight  and  pas- 
senger train  of  the  defendant,  running  from  Jersey  City  to  Phila- 
delphia. At  the  time  of  the  accident,  which  resulted  in  his  death. 
Creed  was  in  the  caboose,  the  hindmost  car  of  the  train,  immedi- 
ately in  front  of  which  were  the  passenger  cars,  so  that  there  was 
ready  and  easy  access  from  the  latter  to  the  former.  This  caboose 
car  was  one  set  apart  and  especially  designed  for  the  use  and 
occupancy  of  the  employees  engaged  in  running  the  train,  and  by 
the  rules  of  the  company  no  other  persons  were  permitted  to  enter 
it.  It  is  quite  clear,  from  the  evidence,  that  Creed  boarded  this 
train  at  Jersey  City,  for  Bran  nig,  the  freight  conductor,  says  he 
saw  him  first  on  the  afternoon  of  November  5,  the  day  of  the  acci- 
dent, in  that  city,  and  that  he  next  noticed  him  at  Newark  in  the 
lookout  of  the  caboose,  and  as  this  train  left  Jersey  City  in  the 
evening,  there  can  be  but  little  doubt  that  the  deceased  got  upon  it 
at  that  point.  It  is  also  in  evidence,  that  though  Brannig  had  the 
full  and  entire  charge  of  the  train  from  the  time  it  left  Newark, 
yet  he  had  no  authority  to  receive  passengers  or  to  examine  or  lift 
the  tickets  of  such  as  remained  on  the  train  after  passing  that  sta- 
tion, at  which  point  the  passenger  conductor,  who  had  charge  of 
the  cai*8  from  Jersey  City,  left  the  train.  Whether  Creed  paid 
his  fare  or  not  is  unknown.     Brannig's  duties  did  not  lead  him  to 
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inquire,  and  the  passenger  conductor  was  not  called.  He  may  have 
had  a  ticket,  or  he  may  haye  been  surreptitiously  on  the  train 
through  the  connivance  of  the  train  hands,  to  whom  he  may  have 
been  known,  as  he  formerly  had  a  position  on  this  road.  Presump- 
tively he  was  rightfully  there;  certainly  he  was  there  with  the 
knowledge  and  acquiescence  of  one  of  the  conductors,  if  not  of 
both.  Under  this  condition  of  affairs  the  learned  judge  of  the 
court  below  charged  the  jury  as  follows: 

"  1.  There  is  no  direct  proof  of  negligence  on  his,  Creed's,  part, 
unless  it  may  be  considered  in  connection  with  the  position  which 
he  occupied  in  the  cars  as  riding  in  the  caboose."  This  point  was 
reserved. 

"2.  We  have  no  evidence  of  payment  of  money  by  him;  but  I 
think  there  is  a  reasonable  and  fair  presumption,  that  if  a  person, 
not  connected  with  the  company,  travels  by  a  passenger  train,  pre- 
sumably  he  is  travelling  as  a  passenger  and  for  a  consideration." 
This  point  was  also  reserved.  The  verdict  was  for  the  plaintiff; 
but  the  court,  without  giving  any  opinion,  entered  judgment  for  the 
defendant  won  obstante  veredicto.  It  follows  that  the  converse  of 
one  or  both  of  the  above  propositions  was  finally  held  by  the  court. 
That  is  to  say:  First,  that  there  was  a  legal  presumption  of  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  Creed,  arising  from  the  fact  of  his  being  in  a 
car  when  the  accident  happened  not  intended  for  the  use  of  pas- 
sengers; second,  that,  although  travelling  by  a  passenger  train,  and 
not  connected  with  the  company,  the  legal  presumption  is  that  he 
was  not  travelling  as  a  passenger  who  had  paid  his  fare,  or  intended, 
in  good  faith,  so  to  do.  As  legal  propositions  these  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. 

No  presumption  of  negligence  can  arise,  either  in  fact  or  in  law, 
from  the  fact  of  Creed's  occupancy  of  the  caboose,  for  there  is 
no  evidence  that  it  was  in  any  degree  more  unsafe  than  any  other 
car  in  the  train.  It  was,  indeed,  under  all  ordinary  circumstances, 
the  one  that  was  the  most  safe;  from  collisions  in  front  of  the 
train  it  was  protected  by  the  cars  which  preceden  it.  and  from  dan- 
gers behind,  being  itself  a  lookout,  it  was  guarded  by  the  constant 
vigilance  of  the  employees.  That  it  proved  to  be  the  car  first 
in  danger,  and  the  one  most  badly  wrecked,  argues  nothing, 
since  the  carelessness  of  tlie  company  in  introducing  new  switches, 
having  an  action  the  reverse  of  the  old  ones,  without  notice  to 
those  in  charge  of  its  trains,  could  not  be  foreseen  by  any  one, 
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however  prudent.  Was  Creed's  position,  under  all  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances, which  a  man  of  ordin;iry  prudence  ought  to  foresee 
and  guard  against,  as  safe  as  a  seat  in  a  passenger  car  ?  If  it  was, 
and,  as  we  have  said,  there  is  no  evidence  to  the  contrary,  then 
negligence  cannot  he  predicated  of  tlie  fact  of  his  being  in  the 
caboose.  It  is  true,  however,  that  Creed,  as  a  passenger,  ought  not 
to  have  been  in  that  car;  not,  indeed,  because  it  was  less  safe  than 
other  parts  of  tlie  train,  but  because  forbidden  by  the  rules  of  the 
company.  It  was  a  car  provided  for  the  use  of  the  train  hands, 
and  not  for  passengers,  and  from  its  very  shai>e  and  character  that 
f^t  must  have  been  obvious  to  any  one  of  common  understanding 
and  observation  ;  much  more  to  the  deceased,  who  had  himself 
been  a  freiglit  conductor  upon  this  very  road.  Presuming,  then, 
the  knowledge  of  the  design  of  this  car  by  the  deceased,  which, 
however,  is  a  presumption  of  fact,  not  of  law,  was  the  company 
thereby  released  as  to  Creed  from  its  duty  as  a  common  earner?. 
This  point  was  raised  and  determined  in  O'Donnell  v.  Tlie  Alle- 
gheny  Valley  Railroad  Co,,  9  P.  F.  Smith,  239,  in  which  case  tlie 
court  below  held  that  the  baggage  car  was  an  improper  place  for 
passengei*s,  whether  the  rule  of  the  company  against  such  use  was 
communicated  to  them  or  not,  and  that  one  leaving  his  seat  in  the 
passenger  coach  and  entering  the  baggage  car  was  guilty  of  negli- 
gence. But  this  ruling  was  reversed.  Mr.  Justice  Agnew,  deliv- 
ering the  opinion  of  the  court,  observed  :  That  whilst  it  is  the 
undoubted  right  of  a  railroad  company  to  prescribe  reasonable 
rules  for  the  regulation  of  those  who  travel  on  its  cars,  yet  the 
conductor  is  the  one  who  is  charged  with  their  administration,  and 
his  permission  of,  or  acquiescence  in,  the  use  of  the  baggage-car  by  a 
passenger,  exempts  such  piassenger f rom  all  blame,  and. in  case  of 
accident  to  him,  resulting  from  the  negligence  of  the  company, 
he  may  recover  damages.  In  the  case  of  the  Lackawanna  and 
Bloomsburg  Railroad  Co.  v.  Chenewithy  2  P.  F.  Smith,  382,  the  plain- 
tiff had  obtained  permission  from  the  agents  of  the  company,  to 
attach  his  freight-car  to  a  passenger  train,  contrary  to  the  rules  of 
the  company,  which  were  communicated  to  him,  he  at  the  same 
time  agreeing  "  to  run  all  risks.''  Notwithstanding  this,  it  was 
held  that  the  company  was  liable  for  damages  resulting  to  the 
plaintiff  and  his  car  from  negligence  in  the  running  of  the  train. 
And  this  is  reasonable;  for,  as  was  said  in  that  case,  the  plain- 
tiff's car  was  not  lawfully  upon  the  road,  and  his  engagement  to  be 
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responsible  for  all  risks  did  not  embrace  such  as  arose  from  the 
neglect  of  the  defendant's  employees. 

The  test  for  contributory  negligQnce  is  found  in  the  affirmative 
of  the  question,  docs  that  negligence  contribute  in  any  degree  to 
the  production  of  the  injury  complained  of  ?  If  it  does,  there  can 
be  no  recovery  ;  if  it  does  not,  it  is  not  to  be  considered.  In  this 
we  are  also  supported  by  the  case  of  Carrol  v.  The  Neto  York  and 
New  Haven  R,  R.  Co,y  1  Duer,  571,  opinion  per  Boswouth,  J.  At  the 
time  of  the  accident  complained  of,  tlie  plaintiff,  a  passenger,  was 
in  the  post-office  part  of  the  baggage-car,  and  though  it  was  con- 
ceded that  the  position  was  more  dangerous  in  case  of  collision 
than  a  seat  in  the  passenger-car,  yet  being  injured  by  a  collision  to 
which  his  position  in  no  way  contributed,  it  was  held  he  was  entitled 
to  recover.  So,  it  was  pertinently  asked  by  Mr.  Justice  Thompson, 
in  the  case  of  the  Railroad  Co,  v.  Chenotoith,  above  cited,  "  Why 
speculate  about  the  supposed  dangerous  position  assumed  by  the 
plaintiff  if  no  damage  resulted  from  it  ?  Was  he  to  become  an 
outlaw  for  assuming  what  proved  to  be  no  risk,  and  so  forfeit  his 
right  wlien  he  was  blameless  ?  " 

This  doctrine  applies  with  much  force  to  the  case  in  hand.  Creed 
was  in  the  caboose  with  the  knowledge  and  assent  of  the  freight 
conductor,  if  we  may  believe  the  testimony  of  that  officer;  hence 
he  was  not  a  trespasser;  and  suppose,  knowing  that  this  was  not  a 
proper  place  for  passengers,  he  assumed  all  risks  incident  to  that 
car  by  boarding  it;  what  then  ?  Was  a  carelessly  located  or  mis- 
placed switch  such  an  incident  ?  Or  did  his  position  in  the  remotest 
degree  contribute  to  the  accident  ?  If,  however,  it  did  not,  why 
talk  about  the  matter  as  though  it  were  of  importance  ?  This  doc- 
trine is  further  illustrated  by  the  case  of  Washburn  v.  Tlie  Nash- 
ville and  Cliattanooga  R.  R.  Co,,  3  Head  (Tenn.),  638,  wherein  it 
was  held,  that  the  fact  that  one  is  riding  in  the  baggage-car,  with 
the  knowledge  of  the  conductor,  or  is  riding  free,  will  not  preclude 
him  from  a  recovery  for  an  injury  arising  from  a  collision,  even 
though  he  might,  or  would  not,  have  been  injured  had  he  remained 
in  the  passenger-car.  A  like  decision  was  made  by  the  Supremo 
Court  of  Minnesota,  in  the  case  of  Jacobus  v.  IVie  St,  Paul  and 
Chicago  Railroad  Co.,  20  Minn.  125;  18  Am.  Rep.  360,  holding 
that  the  fact  that  the  passenger,  at  tlie  time  of  tlie  injury,  was  in  the 
baggage-car,  contrary  to  a  rule  of  the  company,  was  not  such  con- 
tributory negligence  as  would  bai  his  suit,  and  this  though  he  may 
Vol.  XXVII  —  88 
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have  been  iuformed  of  the  rule  and  may  have  persisted  in  remaining 
there  in  violation  of  it,  if  his  position  did  not  contribute  to  the 
accident  which  caused  the  injury.  It  is  manifest,  therefore,  from 
reason  and  authority,  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  firat  point  for 
the  court  of  reserve,  but  having|instructed  the  jury  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  contributory  negligence  on  part  of  Creed,  the  matter 
should  have  been  allowed  so  to  stand. 

As  to  the  second  point,  it  was  certainly  correct  to  say  "  that  if  a 
j)erson,  not  connected  with  the  company,  travels  by  a  passengei 
train,  presumably  he  is  travelling  as  a  passenger,  and  for  a  consid- 
eration; "  in  other  words,  he  is  presumed  to  have  paid  his  fare  or 
to  be  ready  to  pay  it  when  called  upon.  To  presume  otherwise, 
would  be  to  presume  that  such  a  one  w&s  a  trespasser;  but  this  is 
an  affirmative  proposition,  the  proof  of  which  rests  upon  the  ona 
alleging  it.  As  the  doctrine  above  stated  is  expressly  ruled  in  the 
case  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  v.  Books,  7  P.  F.  Smith,  339, 
per  Sharswood,  J.,  we  need  pursue  this  subject  no  further.  The 
position  occupied  by  the  decedent,,  in  the  caboose-car,  may  raise  a 
fpiestion  for  the  jury.  Creed  was  upon  a  passenger-train,  and,  as 
we  have  seen,  might  lawfully  occupy  any  part  of  that  train, 
whether  passeng(M*-ear  or  caboose,  if  the  conductor,  knowing  his 
position,  did  not  object  to  it.  It  follows  that  all  presumptions 
favorable  to  the  occupant  of  a  passenger-car  attach  in  like  manner 
to  him  though  occupying  the  caboose.  It  cannot  be  said  that  it 
was  no  part  of  the  duty  of  the  passenger  conductor  to  visit  this 
caboose,  and  that,  hence,  no  presumption  can  arise  that  Creed  paid 
fare  to  an  ofliwr  whom  he  did  not  see  and  who  did  not  see  him,  for 
as  it  is  the  conductor's  duty  to  visit  every  part  of  his  train  where 
l)a8sengers  may  lawfully  be,  we  must  presume  he  did  his  duty. 
Whilst  this  is  so  it  does  not  follow,  from  the  facts  developed  in  this 
case,  that  a  presumption  de  jure  arises  that  Creed  did  pay  his  fare, 
or  that  he  may  not  have  been  a  trespasser.  That  he  did  not  pay  his 
fare  to  Brann'ig,  the  freight  conductor,  counts  for  nothing,  for  ho 
was  not  authorized  to  receive  it.  This  fact,  however,  does  prove 
that  if  he  paid  at  all  it  must  have  been  at  Jersey  City,  at  Newark, 
or  between  those  places  whilst  the  train  was  in  charge  of  the  pas- 
senger conductor,  and  as  he  was  firat  noticed  by  Brannig,  at  New- 
ark, in  the  lookout  part  of  the  caboose,  and  as  he  may  have  occupied 
that  position  from  Jersey  City,  it  is  quite  possible,  or  even  probable, 
that  he  may  not  have  been  seen  by  the  passenger  conductor,  or  if 
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seen  by  that  officer,  may  have  been  mistaken  for  one  of  the  train 
hands  and  so  have  avoided  the  payment  of  fare. 

There  being  this  in  the  case,  which  oiighf;  to  be  passed  npon  by  a 
jury,  we  send  it  back  for  re-trial  instead  of  entering  judgment  on 
the  verdict. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  a  venire  facias  de  novo  awarded. 

Shabswood  and  Mercur,  JJ.,  dissented. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Harrison   v.  Collins. 

(86Penn.  St.  153.) 
Negligence  —  contractor  —  coal  hole  open  in  sidetoalk. 

The  owners  of  a  sugar  refinerjr  employed  a  rigger  to  remove  machinery  from 
a  railroad  car  to  their  refinery.  In  doing  the  work  the  rigger  opened  a  coal 
hole  in  the  sidewalk,  and  left  it  open  a  few  minutes  after  the  work  was  fin- 
ished. A  lad  fell  into  the  hole  and  was  injured.  The  rigger  was  paid  by 
the  day,  and  the  owners  of  the  refinery  neither  directed  nor  interfered  with 
the  manner  of  the  work,  ^e^,  that  they  were  not  liable  for  the  injury.* 
{See  note,  p.  703.) 

ACTION  of  negligence.     The  opifiion  states  the  facts.     Plain- 
tiff had  judgment. 

George  Junkin  and  George  W,  Biddle,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Pierce  Ardher,  Jr,,  and  Leiais  C,  Cassidy,  for  defendants  in 
error.  The  leaving  open  the  coal  hole  was  a  public  nuisance,  for 
which  the  defendants  were  liable.  Pickard  v.  Smith,  10  C.  B.  (N. 
S.)  470 ;  100  E.  C.  L.  Rep.  470  ;  Whiteley  v.  Pepimr,  36  L.  T.  Rep. 
588  ;  public  nuisance.  Shearman  and  Redfield  on  Negligence,  § 
84 ;  McCleary  v.  Kent,  3  Duer,  27  ;  Ellis  v.  Sheffield  Gas  Co,,  2  Ell. 
&  B.  767;  Gray  v.  Ptille7iy  5  Best  &  S.  970  ;  Wiswall  v.  Brinson,  10 
Ired.  554;  Irvine  v.  Wood,  51  N.  Y.  224;  10  Am.  Rep.  603  ;  Cow- 
greve  v.  Morgan ^  18  N.  Y.  84. 

Mbbour,  J.     This  was  an  action  by  the  defendant  in  error  to 

*9ee  (Mv  of  Erie  v.  OiulMrw,  ante,  p.  642. 
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recover  dumages  for  injuries  which  he  sustained  by  falling  into  a 
coal  hole  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error.  They  were  sugar  refiners,  oc- 
cupying buildings  on  Swanson  street,  m  the  city  of  Philadelphia. 
They  purchased  two  large  iron  coolers,  to  use  in  their  business. 
The  coolers  were  brought  by  rail  to  within  about  one  hundred  feet  of 
their  works.  They  then  employed  John  Connor,  a  rigger,  to  take 
the  coolers  from  the  cars  and  place  them  in  their  building.  He 
was  to  be  paid  four  dollars  per  day  for  his  own  services,  and  for 
each  of  his  three  assistant  riggers.  On  each  of  these  three  men 
he  made  a  profit  of  fifty  cents  per  day.  lie  was  to  furnish  the 
ropes,  hoisting  apparatus,  and  all  the  necessary  machinery  inci- 
dent to  his  occupation.  Yet  for  the  use  of  these  he  appears  to 
have  received  an  additional  sum.  The  distance  to  move  the  cool- 
ers being  so  short,  he  moved  them  with  skids  and  rollers,  over  the 
sidewalk.  While  so  moving  them  he  uncovered  the  coal-hole,  and 
left  it  open,  by  reason  of  which  the  defendant  was  injured.  The 
question  presented  is,  wliether  the  plaintiffs  in  error  are  liable  for 
the  injury  thus  sustained. 

As  one  general  principle  pervades  all  the  assignments,  they  will 
be  considered  together.  The  learned  judge  thought  it  unimportant 
whether  Connor  was  merely  the  servant  or  agent  of  the  plaintiffs, 
or  whether  his  enii)loyment  was  an  independent  one ;  that  if  he 
used  the  hole  by  either  the  express  or  implied  permission  of  his 
employers,  they  were  liable  ;  or  if  he  used  it  without  their  permis- 
sion, and  as  a  trespasser,  and  left  it  open  "for  any  time,"  after  so 
using  it,  they  were  liable.  In  this  we  think  there  was  error.  If 
Connor  was  their  mere  agent  or  servant,  they  would  be  liable  for 
his  negligent  manner  of  })erforming  the  work.  Yet,  if  his  employ- 
ment was  an  independent  one,  they  are  not  so  liable.  This  dis- 
tinction has  been  recognized  in  numerous  cases.  Among  others 
may  be  cited  Painter  v.  The  Mayor,  etc.,  of  Pittsburgh,  10  Wright, 
213  ;  Iluiit  V.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1  P.  F.  Smith,  475  ; 
Allen  V.  Willard,  7  id.  374. 

It  is  well  settled  in  England  and  in  this  country,  that  persons 
not  personally  interfering  or  giving  directions  respecting  the  man- 
ner of  the  work,  but  contracting  with  a  third  person  to  do  it,  are 
not  responsible  for  a  wrongful  or  negligent  act  in  the  performance 
of  the  contract,  if  the  act  agreed  to  be  don6  is  legal.  Gray  £  Wife 
V.  Pullen  &  Hubble,  Law  Jour.  Kep.,  vol.  32,  part  2, 169,  N.  S. ;  HiU 
liard  y.  Richardson,  3   Gray,  349 ;  Blake  v.  Ferris,  1   Seld.  48 ; 
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Painter  v.  Tlie  Mayor,  etc.,  supra.  The  fact  that  the  contractor 
IS  paid  by  the  day  does  not  necessarily  destroy  the  independent 
character  of  an  employment.  Forsyth  v.  Hooper,  1 1  Allen,  419  ; 
Corbin  v.  America  Mills,  27  Conn.  274.  If  one  renders  senrice, 
in  the  course  of  an  occupation,  representing  the  will  of  his  em- 
ployer only  as  to  the  result  of  his  work,  and  not  as  to  the  means 
by  which  it  is  accomplished,  it  is  an  independent  employment. 
Shearman  &  Redfield  on  Neg.,  §  74  ;  Pack  v.  The  Mayor,  etc, 
of  New  York,  4  Seld.  222  ;  Barry  v.  The  City  of  St.  Louis,  17 
Mo.  121. 

In  the  present  case  the  evidence  was  most  ample  to  submit  to  the 
jury  to  find  that  Connor's  employment  was  an  independent  one. 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiffs  in  error  reserved  any  right  to 
advise  or  direct  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  coolers  should  be 
moved,  nor  that  they  assuaied  or  exercised  any  such  authority 
during  the  progress  of  the  work.  It  is  not  pretended  that  the 
moving  was  an  unlawful  work.  As  to  Connor  it  was  a  distinct  em- 
ployment in  the  line  of  his  occupation.  His  employers  stipulated 
for  the  result  only.  He  alone  superintended  and  directed  the  man- 
ner in  which  his  assistant  riggers  should  work.  He  had  the  exclu- 
sive control  and  direction  of  the  plaintiff's  men,  who  assisted  him. 
He  testifies  that  he  did  the  job  according  to  his  own  views.  Under 
his  directions  the  coal-hole  was  opened.  It  is  not  shown  that  the 
plaintiffs  in  error,  or  any  one  acting  under  their  directions,  were 
present,  or  had  knowledge  that  it  was  opened.  It  is  not  claimed 
to  have  been  opened  by  their  express  authority.  How  could  their 
permission  be  implied  ?  We  see  no  necessary  connection  between 
the  work  to  be  done  and  the  use  of  this  coal  hole  in  performing  it. 
If  the  jury  should  think  there  was  no  reasonable  presumption  that 
Connor  would  use  the  hole  in  such  a  manner  as  to  uncover  it,  the 
plaintiffs  in  error  were  guilty  of  no  negligence  in  not  stationing  a 
man  there  to  prevent  its  being  opetied. 

The  coal-hole  appears  to  have  been  in  all  respects  constructed 
and  protected  according  to  the  city  ordinance.  Its  cover  was  of 
solid  cast-iron,  weighing  about  sixty  pounds.  At  the  bottom  it  was 
securely  fastened.  Certain  it  is  that  the  coal-hole  was  not  made 
nor  maintained  for  any  such  use  as  it  was  subjected  to  by  Connor. 
If,  then,  it  should  be  found  that  his  employment  was  an  independ- 
ent one,  and  that  he  had  no  implied  permission  to  use  it  in  the 
manner  in  which  he  did  use  it,  or  if  Connor  was  a  trespasser  while 
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.so  using  it,  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  liable  for  an  injury  sus- 
tained by  the  defendant,  on  the  instant  that  Connor  ceased  to  use 
it.  While  it  is  true,  as  the  learned  judge  said,  *'  the  instant  that 
he  ceased  to  use  it,  its  control  reverted  to  the  "  plaintiffs  in  error  ; 
yet  it  does  not  follow  "from  that  instant  they  were  bound  to  pro- 
tect it."  This  is  imposing  too  harsh  terms  on  them.  If  they  had 
no  expectation  that  the  hole  would  be  uncovered  or  thus  used, 
and  no  knowledge  that  it  was,  they  should  not  be  held  liable  until 
such  reasonable  time  had  elapsed,  under  all  the  circumstances^, 
that  a  careful  and  prudent  man  ought  to  have  discovered  its  dan- 
gerous condition.  If,  aftiT  such  reasonable  time  had  elapsed, 
and  they  failed  to  make  the  hole  secure,  they  cannot  be  relieved 
from  the  consequence  of  their  own  negligcnco,  by  showing  the 
previous  trespass  of  Connor.  It  then  follows  that  the  assignments, 
except  the  last,  are  substantially  sustained. 

Judgment  reversed  and  a  vevi re  facias  de  novo  awarded. 

Judfjinent  reverafd. 

Note  bt  the  Reporter.— The  following  English  cases  involve  the  doctrine  of  the  princi- 
pal case  : 

Dean  v.  liralthtvaite,  5  Esp.  35,  A .  D .  1803.  The  owner  of  horses  and  chaise  let  out  for 
hire,  and  not  the  hirer.  Is  liable  for  injuries  done  by  them.     Per  Bllenborouqh,  J. 

Sammell  v.  Wright,  5  Ksp.  !««,  A  I).  1805.  The  Marchioness  of  Bath  hired  servants  and 
horses  for  her  coach.    The  owner  of  the  horses  was  held  liable  for  injury.    Same  Judge. 

LaUie  v.  Pomuis,  4  Taunt .  649,  A  D.  1812 .  The  entrance  to  a  cellar  fn  the  highway  was 
left  uncovered  at  night,  while  undergoing  repairs  for  the  owner.  He  was  held  liable  for 
injury  to  one  who  fell  in.    Per  Mansfield,  C.  J. 

Matthews  V.  West  London  Water  (o.,  3  Campb.  403,  A.  D.  1813.  Defendants  held  liable 
for  negligent  construction  of  a  sewer  by  a  contractor,  because  "  they  caused  their  con- 
tractor to  commit  a  public  nuisance.'*  PcrLd.  Abinobr.  "This  case  is  not  considered 
authority.*'    Overton  v   Freeman,  11  C.  B.  872,  A.  D.  ia52. 

Laughliny.  Pointer,  5  B.  &  C.  647,  A.  D.  1826.  Defendant  held  not  liable  for  injuries 
committed  by  driver  of  horses  owned  by  another  and  furnished  for  defendant's  carriage. 
Per  Ld.  Tentf.rden.  Here  originated  as  dictiim  the  untenable  distinction  as  to  liability 
between  the  owners  of  real  and  those  of  personal  property. 

Smith  V.  Lawrence,  2  Mann.  &  Ryl.  1,  A.  D.  1828.  Owner  of  carriage  hired  post  horses 
and  postillions  of  B,  a  livery-stable  keeper.  The  negligence  of  the  postillions  injured  C's 
carriage.    B  was  held  liable. 

Fcnion  v.  City  DuiMn  Packet  Co.,  8  A.  &  E.  835,  A.  D.  18S8.  Defendants  owned  a  vessel 
and  hired  hercrew«  and  leased  her  to  D.  Vessel  sunk  plaintifTs  boat.  Defendants  and 
not  D  held  liable. 

Quarman  v.  Bamelt,  6  M.  &  W.  499.  A.  D.  1840.  Exactly  like  last  case,  except  that  de- 
fendant paid  the  driver.    Same  holding. 

MUlioan  v.  Wedoe^  12  A.  &  E.  737,  A.  D.  1»40.  Owner  of  ox  not  liable  for  injury  by  it 
while  driven  by  servant  of  a  licensed  drover. 

Rapmn  v.  CubttU  9  M.  &  W  710,  A.  D.  1842.  Defendant  contracted  to  alter  a  build- 
Ing,  and  Bab<x>ntracted  with  B  for  gas  fittings.  Through  negligence  of  B's  servants  plain- 
tiff was  injured  by  explosion.    Defendant  held  not  liable. 

AOen  V.  Hayward^  7  A.  A  E  960,  A.  D.  1845.  Commissioners  contracted  the  building  of 
a  drain,  the  contractor  to  pay  wages  and  danoages.  The  contractor  did  tbe  work  so  de- 
fectively that  It  broke,  and  injured  plaintiff.    Commissiotters  held  not  liable. 
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Reedie  v.  Lfmdon  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. ;  HohhUt  v.  Same,  A  Ex.  214,  A.  D.  1849.  Defendants 
contracted  for  work,  in  the  course  of  which  a  stone  fell  and  injured  plaintifT.  Defendant 
had  reserved  the  right  to  dismiss  the  contractor's  servants  for  intx>mpetence.  Hdd.,  not 
liable.    This  case  explodes  the  distinction  between  real  and  personal  property. 

Knight  v.  Fox,  5  Ex.  721,  A.  D.  1850.  A  railroad  company  contracted  with  A  to  build  part 
of  a  railroad ;  A  contracted  with  defendant  to  build  a  bridge  on  it ;  defendant  contracted 
vrith  C,  his  own  servant,  to  build  a  scaffold  for  it.  Plaintiff  was  hurt  by  C's  negligence. 
Defendant  held  not  liable. 

Overton  v.  FreemaiL,  11  C.  B.  867,  A.  D.  1852.  Contractor  to  |>ave  a  street  not  liable  for 
injury  caused  by  stone  left  in  the  street  by  a  8ul>-contractor,  although  claimed  to  be  a  pub- 
lic nuisance. 

EJllis  V.  Sheffield  Oas  Co..,  2  Q.  B.  (E.  &  B.)  7H7,  A.  D.  185:i.  Defendant  held  liable  for  au 
unlawful  act  by  contractor. 

Daiuell  V.  Turer,  E.  B.  &  E.  899,  AD.  ia58.  H.,  a  ferry  lessee,  agreed  to  carry  plaintiff 
across  for  a  year.  He  hired  a  boat  for  one  day  of  defendant,  defendant  hired  the  crew,  II.  re- 
ceived the  fares  and  paid  defendant.  Plaintiff  was  injured  b/ negligence  of  defendant's 
workmen.    Defendant  and  not  H.  held  liable. 

The  Mobile,  1  Swa.  Adm.  127,  A.  D.  liVid.  Owner  of  vessel  not  liable  for-accident  if  pilot 
has  exclusive  charge. 

Pilchard  V.  Smith,  IOC.  B.iN.S.) 470,  480.  A.  D.  1860.  Defendant  hired  of  a  railway 
company  a  saloon  and  coal  cellar,  the  latter  having  openings  on  the  railway  platform.  A 
coal  company's  servants  put  in  coal,  and  left  the  opening  unguarded,  whereby  plaintiff 
was  injured.  Defendant  held  liable.  The  expression  of  Williams,  J.,  that  the  coal  com- 
pany would  not  be  liable,  was  pronounced  obiter,  and  the  contrary  decided  in  Whitely  v. 
Pepper,  2  Q.  B.  Div.  276  ;  s.  c,  20  Eng.  Rep.  (Moak's  Notes)3U. 

Holey.  RaUwau  Co.,  6H.  &  N.  497,  A.  D.  1861  Defendants  were  authorized  by  law  to 
construct  a  drawbridge  and  liable  for  any  detention  to  vessels .  They  contracted  the  work. 
The  bridge  had  a  broken  wheel.  Defendant  held  liable,  because  the  negUgence  was  nut 
collateral 

BiUler  V.  Hunter,  7  H.  &  N.  826,  A.  D.  1862.  Defendant  employed  an  architect  to  super- 
intend repairs,  and  contracted  the  work.  In  the  course  of  it  his  negligence  caused  the  fall 
of  plaintiff's  wall.  Defendant  held  not  liable.  The  court  said:  "Where  the  mischief 
arises  not  from  the  act  itself,  but  from  the  impro|»er  mode  in  which  it  is  done,  the  pcrscm 
who  ordered  it  is  not  responsible  unless  tlie  relation  of  master  and  servant  exists." 

Mergeu  Dochnv,  Oibbs,  L.  R.,  1  H.  of  L.  JKJ,  114,  A.  D.  1864.  Approves  diHuni  in  Pickard 
V.  Smi(/i,  "If  contractor  is  employed  for  lawful  pur[K>sc\  ami  utcident  hapi>ens  casually 
in  course  of  work,  owner  not  liable  " 

Murphu^.  CarallU^  Hurlst.  &Colt.  462,  A.  D.  1864.  Defendant's  servants  negligently  piled 
his  cotton  bales  in  another's  warehouse  under  the  warehouseman's  direction.  Defendant 
held  not  liable  for  an  injury  therefrom. 

Murray  V.  Currie,  h.  R.,  6  C.  P.  24,  A.  D.  1870.  Defendant  hired  stevedore  to  unload. 
He  employed  defendants'  servants  and  machinery.  Plaintiff  was  injure  I  by  a  cog  wheel. 
Defendant  held  not  liable. 

QoMln  V.  Agricultural  HallCo.,  1  C.  P.  D.  482,  A  D.  187«.  A  club  hired  defendant's  haU, 
defendant  to  receive,  care  for,  and  deliver  stock.  Defendant  contracte<l  this  to  S.  An  ex- 
hibitor sent  an  order  to  defendant  to  deliver  stock.  It  being  lost,  defendant  held  not 
liable. 

McLean  v.  Riwj?d/,  12  D  887  ;  3  Ross'  L.  C.  C.  281.  A,  an  owner  of  real  estate,  con- 
tracted with  B  for  repairs.  B  sub-contracted  with  C.  whose  servants  left  h  lime  heap  in 
the  street,  over  which  a  cabman  drove  and  was  killed  thereby .  In  an  action  against  A,  B 
and  C,  the  latter  alone  was  held  liable. 

Bush  y.Steinman,\  B.  &  P.  404.  holding  the  contrary  doctrine,  overmX^d,  Reedie  v. 
Londo)i,  etc..  R.  R.,  4  Ex.  244  :  Oirrton  v.  Frermmu  II  C.  B.  861 ;  rejected  Blake  v.  /i^r- 
ri«,  5  N.  Y.  48  ;  Stevens  v.  Armtntroug.  6  id.  435  ;  Hilliard  v.  Kichanlmn,  3  Gray,  349. 

The  following  are  the  main  American  cases :  Binkc  v.  Ferrin,  6  N .  Y.  48,  A.  D.  1851 .  De- 
fendant had  license  to  excavate  a  highway,  contracted  for  the  work,  and  the  contractor 
left  the  excavation  unfenced,  whereby  plaintiff  suffered  injury.  Defendant  held  not  lia- 
ble.    '*  There  cannot  be  two  superiors  severally  liable  in  such  a  case." 


Digitized  by 


Google 


704  PENNSYLVANIA, 


Harrbon  v.  Collins. 


SUvenav.  Armttmno*  ^  N.  Y.  485,  A.  D.  1852.  A  sold  a  box  of  goods  to  P.  P.'s  porter, 
with  A's  knowledge,  came  to  get  it  and  used  A*s  tackle.  Throu^  neg^igeBoe  the  box  fell 
and  hurt  plaintiff.    A  held  not  liable.    Approved  in  UUliai'd  t.  [{ichardsork,  supra 

DeForest  v.  Wriaht^  2  Mich.  888,  A.  D.  1852.  A  public  licensed  drayman,  employed  by 
defendant  to  haul  salt,  rolled  a  barrel  against  plaintiff.    Defendant  held  not  liable. 

HUiiardv.  Richardatmy  60  Mass.  (3  Gray)  849,  A.  D.  1855.  Owner  of  laud  having  con- 
tracted for  erection  of  building,  not  liable  for  injury  from  deposit  of  plank  in  the  highway 
by  contractor's  servant. 

Conffreve  v.  SmWi^  18  N.  Y.  79,  A.  D.  1858.  One  who  nnakes  or  continues  an  excavation 
In  a  highway,  without  authority,  is  liable  for  injury  resulting  therefrom  by  the  negligence 
of  the  contractor  doing  the  work. 

Creed  v.  Hartmau,  29  N.  Y.  591,  A.  D.  1864.  Defendant,  not  being  authorized  to  excavate 
the  highway,  employed  a  contractor  to  do  so.  Defendant  held  liable  for  injury  therefrom. 

WaUr  Co,  v.  Ware,  16  Wall.  566,  A.  D.  1872.  Plahitiff  was  injured  by  falling  into  a  ditch 
dug  to  lay  pipes  in  a  street  in  St.  Paul.  The  company  had  contracted  with  the  '  ity  to  be 
liable.  The  work  was  done  under  seven  sub-contracts,  f/e/rf,  that  where  the  work  wa« 
a  nuisance,  principal  washable,  and  not  otherwise,  and  distinguished  beiween  direct  and 
collateral  injuries. 

McCaJfertyv.  Spuyten  DuyviU  etc.,  R,  R.  Co.,  61  N.  Y.  178,  A.  D.  1874.  Defendant  not 
liable  for  negligent  blasting  by  contractor.  See,  also,  Kina  v.  JV.  F.  Cent.,  etc,  R.  R.  Co., 
«6  N  Y.  181  ;  8.  c,  23  Am.  Rep.  87,  A.  D.  1876. 

See,  also,  Earle  v.  Hall,  48  Mass.  (2  Mete.)  853,  A.  D.  1841  ;  Painter  ▼.  Mayor,  46  Penn. 
at.  221 ,  A.  D.  1863  ;  Allen  v.  Willard,  57  id.  874,  A  D.  1868  ;  Homan  v.  Stanley,  66  id.  464  ; 
s.  c.,6  Am.  Kep.  389,  A.  D.  1871 . 

aapp  v.  Kemp,  122  Mass.  481.  A.  D.  1877.  Cases  in  its  circumstances  like  Pickard  v. 
SmUlu  supra.  The  jury  were  charged  **  that  the  defendants,  if  they  were  occupants  of  the 
store,  would  not  be  liable  for  the  negligence  or  carelessness  of  the  teamster,  if.  as  the  ser- 
vant of  A,  who  furnished  the  coal,  he  had  the  exclusive  possession  or  control  of  the  prem- 
ises so  far  as  was  necessary  to  enable  him  to  deliver  the  coal.  But  if  the  jury  are  satisfied 
that  the  defendants  were  at  the  time  the  occupants  of  the  store,  and  as  such  occupants 
had  the  right  to  direct  or  control  the  mode  or  manner  of  said  delivery,  then  the  teamster 
would  be  the  servant  of  the  defendants,  so  as  to  render  them  liable  for  injuries  occasioned 
by  his  negligence  or  carelessness  in  the  delivery  of  the  coal."  The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict 
IJrUl,  that  the  defendants  had  no  ground  of  exception. 

For  the  rule  as  to  municipal  corporations,  see  City  of  Erie  v.  Caulhintt,  ante,  p.  642,  and 
note,  p.  647^ 

In  accord  with  these  cases  is  the  rule  that  the  landlord  is  not  liable  for  injuries  produced 
by  the  negligence  of  the  tenant.  Rabbins  v.  Jones,  15  C.  B.  (N.  S)  221 ;  Corey  v.  Mann,  14 
How.  Pr.  163  ;  Chatham  v.  Hampton,  7  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  188  ;  Clancy  v.  Byrne,  56  N.  Y.  129. 
In  tlie  last  case  it  is  held  that  a  covenant  by  a  landlord  to  repair  does  not  inure  to  the  ben- 
efit of  a  stranger.  But  both  landlord  and  tenant  are  liable  for  an  unauthorized  excavation 
in  the  highway.  Irvine  v.  Wixid,  51  N.  Y.  224.  In  Davenport  v.  Ruckman,  87  N.  Y.  568, 
.'i74,  the  landlord  had  allowed  the  cellar-way  to  become  dangerous,  and  had  subsequently 
let  the  premises,  agreeing  to  repair.  Held,  that  he  was  liable  to  an  Injury  from  such  want 
of  repair. 
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(86  PoDD.  St.  297.) 

Negligefice — eaves-drip  —  comributory  negligence. 

The  defendant  so  constructed  and  maintained  the  roof  of  his  building,  that 
the  water  flowed  therefrom  upon  the  wall  of  plaintiff*8  adjoining  building, 
and  penetrating  it,  damaged  his  goods.  Held,  that  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant's wall  was  so  openly  and  loosely  constructed  as  easily  to  admit  the 
water*  was  no  defense  to  an  action  for  such  damages. 

ACTION  for  negligence.  The  parties  were  occupants  and  owners 
of  adjoining  lots  and  buildings.  The  defendant  extended 
his  building  in  the  rear,  using  the  plaintiff's  party-wall,  and  pitch- 
ing his  roof  toward  that  wall,  furnishing  it  with  a  discharge  pipe, 
and  with  an  apron  about  one  foot  high,  against  that  wall,  to  ward 
off  the  water.  There  was  no  escape  provided  for  the  water  from 
his  roof  except  through  that  pipe.  A  heavy  rain  storm  raised  the 
water  above  the  apron,  and  it  leaked  through  the  wall,  injuring  the 
plaintiff's  goods.  The  defendant  contended  that  the  water  entered 
on  account  of  the  openness  and  lo9seness  of  the  wall  Plaintiff  had 
judgment. 

JoJm  C,  Grady  and  E,  Spencer  Miller,  for  plaintiff' in  error. 

P.  Duffy  and  John  0^ Byrne,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Agnew,  C.  J.  As  a  whole,  there  was  no  error  in  the  charge  and 
answers  to  points.  The  instruction  substantially  was,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  liable  for  any  insufficiency  of  the  apron  or  flushing 
raised  along  the  plaintiff's  wall  to  carry  off  the  water  sent  down 
against  it  by  the  defendant's  roof.  Having  pitched  his  roof  so  as 
to  carry  the  rain-fall  against  and  into  the  wall,  it  was  his  duty  to 
raise  the  apron  or  flushing  so  high  as  effectually  to  protect  the 
plaintiff's  store  from  being  flooded  by  the  water  thus  brought 
down.  He  had  no  right  to  carry  the  rain-fall  on  his  premises  into 
and  upon  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff)  This  was  a  wrongful  act, 
which  he  could  not  justify  by  averring  the  openness  of  the  wall  of 
the  plaintiff.  But  for  the  rain  coming  through  the  top  of  the 
wall,  and  not  from  the  defendant's  roof,  he  was  not  answerable. 
VouXXVU— 89 
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Any  loss  from  that  cause  belonged  to  the  plaintiff.  Nor  was  the 
defendant  liable  for  the  flowage  of  an  extraordinary  rain,  such  at 
no  experience  or  prudent  forethought  could  have  expected  or 
guarded  against,  provided  he  had  erected  a  sufficient  apron  or  bar- 
rier against  sucli  as  might  be  expected.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Gilleland, 
6  P.  F.  Smith,  445. 

Coming  to  the  question  of  contributory  negligence,  it  is  equally 
plain  that  the  openness  of  the  wall  above  the  apron  had  nothing  to 
do  with  the  defendant's  illegal  act  in  casting  the  flowage  of  his 
roof  against  and  into  the  wall.  The  wall  was  there  before,  and 
when  the  defendant  pitched  his  roof  against  it  his  duty  i-equired 
him  to  protect  the  plaintiff'against  an  act  wholly  his  own.  If  the 
apron  or  barrier  were  insufficient  to  prevent  the  flow  of  the  water 
through  the  wall  into  the  plaintiff's  store,  the  injury  was  one  for 
which  the  defendant  was  alone  responsible.  It  is  true,  the  open- 
ness of  the  wall  above  an  insufficient  apron  would  increase  the 
damage  done  to  the  goods  in  the  store,  but  it  did  not  cause  the 
roof  to  be  built  or  the  pitch  to  be  given  to  it,  which  threw  the 
rain-fall  from  the  roof  into  the  wall,  and  did  not,  therefore,  con- 
tribute to  the  act  which  produced  the  injury.  But  for  the  water 
falling  through  the  wall  above,  and  not  brought  down  by  the  de- 
fendant's roof,  the  plaintiff  alone  was  answemble,  for  the  defend- 
ant had  no  part  in  causing  it  to  flow  there.  Each  cause  of  injury 
was  independent  of  the  other.  Hence  the  instruction  was  proper 
lo  pjlow  no  damages  for  the  water  running  into  the  store  through 
the  wall  above,  provided  the  apron  or  flushing  was  sufficient. 
True,  it  is  difficult  to  apportion  the  damages  arising  from  the  in- 
sufficiency of  the  apron  ;  but  this  cannot  exempt  the  defendant 
from  a  positive  injury  done  by  casting  the  flowage  of  his  roof  into 
his  neighbor's  store.  The  rain-fall  through  the  wall  above  a  suffi- 
cient apron  or  barrier  did  not  contribute  to  produce  this  injury, 
though  it  did  add  to  the  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiff's  goods. 
Hence  it  was  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  apportion  the  loss  according 
to  the  actual  injury  of  the  defendant,  by  separating  it,  as  well  as 
they  could  upon  the  evidence,  from  the  loss  arising  from  the  open- 
ness of  the  wall  above  a  sufficient  apron.  The  evidence  is  a  mat- 
ter for  the  parties  to  consider  and  to  produce.  The  contributory  neg- 
ligence, which  prevents  recovery  for  an  injury,  is  that  which  co- 
operates in  causing  the  injury — some  act  or  omission  concurring 
with  the  act  or  omission  of  the  other  party  to  produce  the  injury 
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(not  the  loss  merely),  and  without  which  injury  would  not  have 
happened.  A  negligence  which  has  no  operation  in  causing  the 
injury,  but  which  merely  adds  to  the  damage  resulting,  is  no  bar 
to  the  action,  though  it  will  detract  from  the  damages  as  a  whole. 
Now,  it  is  clear  the  open  wall  of  the  plaintiff  bore  no  part  in  caus- 
ing defendant  to  build  his  roof  and  give  it  the  pitch  against  the 
wall.  The  building  of  the  roof  and  its  pitch  were  the  sole  act  of 
the  defendant,  and  caused  the  injury  to  the  extent  of  the  flow  of 
water  from  the  roof.  It  was  against  this  he  was  bound  to  protect 
the  plaintiff.  The  diflSculty  of  separating  the  damage  from  each 
independent  cause  may  be  great,  but  it  does  not  change  the  nature 
of  the  tortious  act  of  the  defendant  or  relieve  him  from  liability. 
LMle  Schuylkill  Nav.  Co,  v.  Richards^  Adm'r,  7  P.  F.  Smith, 
146-7 ;  Seely  v.  Alden,  11  id.  302.  The  qualifications  complained 
of  in  the  answers  to  the  points  were  necessary  to  keep  before  the 
minds  of  the  jurors  the  liability  of  the  defendant  for  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  apron  or  barrier  put  up  by  him  along  the  wall. 
Upon  the  whole,  we  discover  no  error  to  correct. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Urich's  Appeal. 

(86  Peon.  St.  886.) 

WUl  —  eongtruetian  —  "  Tieirs  "  —  limitation  by  subseqtient  clause, 

A  testator  devised  lands  to  his  cbildreu  and  their  "  heirs,"  by  separate  clauses. 
By  a  subsequent  clause,  he  declared  that  none  of  the  children  should  have 
a  right  to  sell  or  incumber  the  lands,  but  "  the  lands  shall  remain  free  for 
their  children  or  heirs,  and  they,  my  said  children,  shall  have  the  use,  income 
and  profit  of  the  said  lands  and  farms  during  their  life-time."  By  a  stiD 
later  clause,  he  gave  them  the  power  to  dispose  of  their  interests  *'  by  will 
as  aforesaid."    Held,  that  the  testator's  children  took  but  life-estates. 

PETITION  to  be  made  parties  to  proceedings  for  partition. 
The  petition  was  filed  by  Matilda  Urich,  claiming  dower  as 
widow  of  John  Stoudt,  in  lands  devised  to  him  by  his  father,  Jacob. 
An  early  provision  of  the  will  gave  a  farm  to  John  "and  to  his  heirs.** 
The  other  provisions  are  suflBciently  set  out  in  the  opinion.  The 
petition  was  dismissed  on  the  ground  that  John  took  but  a  life 
estate. 
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Oeorge  W.  Biddle,  Josiah  Funck  and  H,  Van  Reed,  for  appellants. 
Devising  the  fee^  the  conditions  in  i*estraint  of  alienation  were 
void.  Reifsnyder  v.  Hunter ^  7  Harris,  41;  Walker  v.  Vincenty  id. 
369;  McCullougVs  Heirs  v.  Gilmore,  1  Jones,  370;  Jaureiche  v. 
Proctor,  12  Wright,  471;  Doebler'n  Appeal,  14  P.  P.  Smith,  9. 
The  right  to  dispose  of  the  estate  by  will  carries  the  fee.  Girard 
Life  Ins.  and  Trust  Co.  v.  Cliambers,  10  Wright,  490;  Anderson  v. 
Jackson,  16  Johns.  388.  If  it  was  the  intention  that  the  ownera 
should  take  an  estate  for  life  with  remainder  over  to  '^children  as 
heirs,"  then  "children"  is  equivalent  to  "  heirs,"  and  the  rule  in 
SIielley*s  case  will  apply.  Kepple^s  Appeal,  3  P.  F.  Smith,  211; 
Physick^s  Appeal,  14  Wright,  128;  Nice's  Appeal,  id.  148;  Dodson 
v.  Ball,  10  P.  F.  Smith,  4D7. 

Amos  B.  Wanner  and  W.  B.  Livingood,  for  appellees. 

Agnew,  C.  J.  The  will  of  Jacob  Stoudt  is  brought  before  us 
a  second  time,  in  the  hope  of  changing  our  opinion  upon  it.  That 
opinion,  though  expressed  in  a  short  per  curiam,  to  be  found  in  2 
W,  N.  C.  550,  was  maturely  formed.  Its  brevity  is  not  evidence  of 
want  of  examination,  but  of  the  necessity  of  condensation  where 
there  is  so  much  to  do.  The  able  arguments  of  the  counsel  for  the 
appellants  have  not  changed  our  deliberate  interpretation  of  the 
devise  to  John  Stoudt.  We  agree  with  all  said  upon  the  first 
expression  of  this  devise,  if  the  testator  intended  to  give  him  a  fee, 
and  used  the  word  "heirs"  in  its  legal  acceptation.  But  that  inten- 
tion is  the  pivot  of  the  question  and  must  be  carefully  gathered 
from  all  parts  of  the  will. 

The  first  point  of  notice  is,  that,  on  its  face,  it  appears  that  the 
will  was  not  written  by  a  learned  lawyer,  or  a  skillful  conveyancer. 
Hence  the  language  is  not  so  conclusive  of  intent.  The  next  mat- 
ter is  the  evident  intent  of  the  testator  to  equalize  his  children  in 
a  genera]  way;  and  the  portion  of  John,  the  only  son,  is  much 
larger  than  those  of  his  sisters.  John  takes  his  "  large  farm  "  of 
three  hundred  acres,  the  grain  seeded  out,  and  all  farming  stock 
and  utensils;  Catharine,  two  parcels  containing  two  hundred  and 
twenty-five  acres,  and  pays  thereout  $4,300  to  her  sisters,  Sarah, 
Polly  and  Harriet,  and  they  take  smaller  farms;  Sarah  one  hundred 
and  thirty-seven  acres,  Polly  one  hundred  and  ten  acres  and  Harriet 
one  hundred  and  eighteen  acres.    AU  the  personal  estate  is  then 
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divided  equally  among  the  five  children,  John,  Catharine,  Sarah, 
Polly  and  Harriet,  excepting  additional  to  Polly  and  Sarah,  1909 
and  $1,000.  It  is  thus  evident  that  the  charge  of  $4,300  against 
Catharine's  land  was  to  produce  equality  of  division,  the  children 
of  Catharine  taking  the  advantage  of  the  increased  size  of  her 
farm. 

With  this  exhibition  of  general  intent  we  come  to  the  special 
intent  of  the  testator,  as  to  the  quantity  of  estate  limited  to  his 
children.  It  is  brought  out  clearly  in  the  fourth  and  second  items 
from  the  end  of  the  will.  The  fourth  is  in  these  words:  "I  here- 
with make  known  and  declare  it  as  my  will  that  none  of  my  afore- 
said children  shall  have  a  right  to  sell  or  assign  their  land  or  prop- 
erty to  them  bequeathed  as  aforesaid;  neither  shall  they  have  a 
right  to  incumber  it  with  debts  or  liens,  but  the  lands  shall  remain 
free  for  their  children  or  heirs,  and  they,  my  said  children,  shall 
have  the  use,  income  and  profit  of  the  said  lands  and  farms  during 
their  life-time." 

Now  if  we  treat  the  word  "heirs"  in  the  principal  devise  to 
John  Stoudt,  as  conclusively  descriptive  of  the  quantity  of  his 
estate,  the  entire  item  first  quoted  is  clearly  repugnant  and  nuga- 
tory. But  we  cannot  do  this  if,  by  any  proper  interpretation,  the 
items  can  be  reconciled.  To  hold  to  the  legal  and  technical  meaning 
of  the  word  "  heirs,"  we  must  assume  that  the  testator  was  grossly 
ignorant  of  his  own  intent,  and  of  the  law  also,  when  he  came  to 
the  quoted  item.  If  this  item  contained  the  first  two  clauses  only, 
I)erhap8  we  might  reach  this  result,  for  then  we  should  have  only  a 
technical  term  interpreted  by  the  law  (Crisweirs  Appeal,  5  Vf  right, 
288),  and  a  mere  attempt  to  clog  the  fee  with  illegal  conditions. 
But  when  we  reach  the  last  two  clauses  in  the  same  item,  equally 
parts  of  the  same  thought  and  expressed  unoflatu,  we  perceive  we 
cannot  do  this  without  violating  a  clear  intent  of  the  testator  fully 
and  distinctly  expressed.  Thus  he  says,  without  break  in  the  sen- 
tence, "  But  the  lands  shall  remain  free  for  their  childre?i  or  heirs." 
Here  we  have  the  clue  to  the  prohibition  against  alienation  and 
incumbrance.  Why  shall  they  not  alien  or  incumber?  Because, 
says  the  testator,  my  will  is,  the  estate  shall  remain  free  (unaffected 
by  these  acts)  for  their  children.  It  is  argued  this  purpose  is 
defective,  for  grandchildren  would  not  take  if  a  parent  died  before 
the  testator.  This  is  against  a  settled  rule  that  "  children  "  will 
include  grandchildren  where  it  is  necessary  to  serve  the  intent 
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of  the  testator.  Dickinson  v.  Lee,  4  Watts,  82;  Pemberton  v. 
Pari«,  5  Binn.  601.  Various  readings  of  the  word  '* children" 
will  be  seen  in  the  citations  in  YarnalVs  Appeal,  20  P.  F.  Smith, 
341. 

This  clause  further  interprets  the  word  "heirs."  Here  "chil- 
dren," the  primary  word,  precedes  "heirs,"  the  secondary,  and  the 
latter,  as  the  alternative  of  the  former,  expresses  the  testator's  own 
thought  Yet  this  clause  standing  alone  might  still  leave  the  inten- 
tion liable  to  some  contest.  But  it  is  followed  by  another  part  of 
the  same  united  sentence,  leaving  the  intent  free  of  all  doubt. 
Thus — "and  they,  my  said  children, shall  have  the  use,  income  and 
profit  of  the  said  lands  and  farms  during  their  life-time.^^  Here  we 
have  two  express  declarations  of  intent:  1.  The  subject  of  the 
children's  devise  is  clearly  defined  —  the  precise  interest  of  a  life- 
tenant  by  the  use,  income  and  profits  of  the  lands.  Thus  the 
usufructuary  interest  alone  is  given,  and  this  is  all  a  life-tenant  can 
take.  Not  content  with  defining  the  subject,  he  becomes  finally 
and  fully  explicit,  and  expressly  defines  the  term  or  duration  of  the 
estate  itself,  viz.:  "during  their  life-time."  Now  the  full  mean- 
ing and  intent  of  the  testator  is  fully  developed  and  clearly  ex- 
pressed. His  own  children  shall  have  the  use,  income  and  profits 
of  the  lands  devised  for  life  only,  without  power  to  alien  or  incum- 
ber, in  order  that  these  lands  shall  remain  after  their  death  for 
their  children. 

Then  follows  the  item  next  to  the  last,  which  confers  a  power  to 
dispose  by  will.  Here  comes  in  another  thought  of  the  testator, 
perfectly  natural  and  obvious.  Remembering  that  one  daughter  is 
unmarried,  and  that  some  of  his  married  children  may  die  without 
leaving  children,  or  that  their  children  may  differ  in  merits  or  be 
unequally  provided  for,  and  that  he  has  just  prohibited  his  devisees 
from  enjoying  more  than  a  life-estate,  he  thinks  of  these  contin- 
gencies, and  now  gives  a  power  of  appointment  by  will ;  and  to 
express  this  intent  more  distinctly,  says,  "to  take  effect  after  their 
decease."  This  is  the  crowning  sheaf  of  his  intention,  and  shows 
that  he  did  not  intend  to  give  a  fee-simple  when  he  used  the  word 
"heirs"  in  the  piincipal  devise,  as  his  own  alternative  expression 
for  "children,"  or  possibly  with  a  vague  conjecture  of  its  meaning. 
If  he  used  it  in  a  general  way,  it  is  plain  he  clearly  defined  and 
restricted  it,  in  the  clause  we  have  been  considering,  and  the  rule  is 
that  between  repugnant  clauses  in  a  will  the  last  shall  govern. 
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Our  former  decison  must,  therefore,  stand,  with    these   further 
reasons  for  it. 

Decree  of  the  Orphans'  Court  dismissing  the  petition  affirmed, 
with  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  appellants,  and  their  appeal  is  dis- 
missed. 

Appeal  dismissed. 


Sakdebson  v.  The  Pennsylvania  Coal  Company. 

(86Penn.  St.  401.) 

Ntmance  —  corruption  of  water-eourse. 

The  plidntiff  purchased  a  tract  of  land  iu  the  coal  region,  and  erected  ^  resi 
denoe  upon  it.  A  leading  inducement  to  the  purchase  was  a  pure  mountain 
stream  of  water  running  through  the  land.  The  plaintiff  constructed  a  pond 
for  fish  and  ice  upon  it,  and  from  it  supplied  a  cistern,  a  ram,  and  a  tank  in 
the  attic  of  his  house.  Subsequently  defendants  opened  a  colliery  on  the 
stream  two  miles  above,  which  corrupted  the  water  and  spoiled  it  for 
plaintiffs  uses,  killed  fish  and  shrubbery,  corroded  the  pipes  and  compelled 
plaintiffs  ajtondonment  of  the  water.  Held^  that  plaintiff  had  a  right  of 
action  therefor,  and  that  a  nonsuit  was  error.* 

TRESPASS.     The  opinion  states  the  facts.     Plaintiff  was  non- 
suited. 

A.  RickettSy  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Henry  M.  Hdyt  and  Andrew  T,  McCUntock,  for  defendant  in 
error.  The  rightful  use  of  one's  land  may  cause  damage  to  another 
without  any  legal  wrong.  Haldeman  v.  Bruckhart,  9  Wright,  514; 
Wheatley  v.  Batigh,  1  Casey,  528;  Wilso7i  v.  Waddelly  L.  R,  2  App. 
Oas.  95;  S^iow  v.  Persons,  28  Vt  459  ;  Chaifield  v.  Wilson,  id.  49; 
South  Royalton  Bank  v.  Suffolk  Bank,  27  id.  505  ;  Mahan  v. 
Brown,  13  Wend.  261;  B.  E.  &  A,  Water  and  Mining  Co.  v.  N, 
Y,  Mining  Co.,  3  Cal.  327;  Broadbent  v.  Ramsbotham,  11  Ex.602; 
Acton  V.  Blundell,  12  M.  &  W.  324;  CJiaseniore  v.  Richards,  2  Hurl. 
&  Norm.  168;   Greenleafv.  Francis,  18  Pick.  117;  New  River  Co. 

*  See  Jacotm  ▼.  AUard  (48  Vt.  80B)«  1  Am.  Rep.  3S1 ;  Richmond  Mf.  Co.  ▼.  AUaube  De 
Lainc  Co.  (10  B.  1. 106),  U  Am.  Bep.  OBS ;  WaOOmm  ▼.  Oilman  (64  Me.  163),  18  Am.  Rep. 
946.  As  to  nuisance  by  brick  burning,  see  HucMn8t(ne*«  AvpeaX  (70  Penn.  St.  102),  10  Am. 
Rep.  660 ;  Campbell  v.  Seaman  (63  N.  T.  568),  20  Am.  Rep.  567,  and  note,  580;  by  Jarring  o( 
machinery,  McKeon  t.  See  (51 N.  Y.  300),  10  Am.  Rep.  650  ;  by  cooking  range,  Qrad'j  *r 
WaUner  (46  Ala.  381),  7  Am.  Kep.  603. 
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V.  Johnson f  2  E.  &  E.  435;  Kauffman  v.  Oriesemer,  2  Casey,  407; 
Martin  y.  Riddle,  id.  415. 

Woodward,  J.  In  the  year  1868  the  plaintiffs  purchased  a 
tract  of  land  in  the  city  of  Scranton,  and  began  the  erection  of  a 
house  upon  it,  which  was  finished  in  the  year  1870.  Before  the 
purchase,  a  stream  of  water,  which  ran  through  the  land,  was  exam- 
ined by  Mr.  •  Sanderson,  who  traced  it  to  its  source.  It  appears 
from  his  testimony  that  the  existence  of  the  stream  was  a  leading 
inducement  to  the  plaintiffs  to  buy  and  build.  It  was  called  by 
some  of  the  witnesses  Meadow  brook,  and  was  of  an  average  width 
of  perhaps  seven  feet  throughout  the  distance  from  the  house  of 
the  plaintiffs  to  the  springs  from  which  it  flowed.  Mr.  Sanderson 
testified  that  when  he  traced  it  in  1868  the  water  was  perfectly 
pure.  Dams  were  built  across  it  for  the  purposes  of  a  fish  and  ice 
pond,  and  to  supply  a  cistern.  Water  was  carried  in  pipes  from  the 
cistern  to  a  ram,  and  thence  to  a  tank  in  the  attic  of  the  house. 

After  the  improvements  were  completed  the  defendants  estab- 
lished a  colliery  on  lands  belonging  to  them  along  the  stream,  and 
about  two  miles  above  the  land  of  the  plaintiff.  A  drift  was  first 
made  into  their  mine,  and  a  shaft  was  afterward  sunk.  The  water 
which  collected  in  the  drift,  as  well  as  that  pumped  by  powerful 
engines  from  the  shaft,  ran  into  Meadow  brook,  and  was  carried 
to  its  outlet  in  the  Lackawanna  river.  It  was  alleged  on  the  trial 
that  the  effect  of  the  mine-water  was  to  corrupt  the  water  of  the 
stream,  and  to  render  it  worse  than  worthless  for  any  domestic 
or  household  use.  There  was  evidence  that  the  fish  in  the  brook 
were  destroyed;  that  the  willows  along  the  banks  died;  that  the 
pipes  connecting  it  with  the  cistern,  the  ram  and  the  house,  were 
corroded  and  eaten  out ;  that  the  water  became  unfit  for  domestic 
uses  as  early  as  1873,  and  that  its  use  for  all  purposes  was  aban- 
doned in  1875.  After  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiffs  had  been  given, 
it  was  held  by  the  court  to  be  inadequate  to  warrant  or  support  a 
verdict,  and  a  nonsuit  was  directed. 

In  the  summary  disposition  that  was  made  of  the  cause,  sight 
appears  to  have  been  lost  of  some  distinctions  which  the  law  has 
settled,  and  a  mistake  seems  to  have  been  made  in  choosing  the 
class  of  precedents  that  were  followed.  The  water  in  the  mine  of 
the  defendants  was  in  the  ground  before  the  colliery  existed,  but 
the  drift  and  shaft  collected  it  in   such  volume,  and  the  mining 
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operations  made  its  ejection  necessary  in  such  a  direction  as  to  ren- 
der what  was  harmless  in  its  natural  state  a  source  of  material  dis- 
comfort, mischief  and  disaster.  Undoubtedly  the  defendants  were 
engaged  in  a  perfectly  lawful  business,  in  which  large  expenditures 
had  been  made,  and  with  which  wide-spread  interests  were  con- 
nected. But  however  laudable  an  industry  may  be,  its  managers 
are  still  subject  to  the  rule  that  their  property  cannot  be  so  used  as 
to  inflict  injury  on  the  property  of  their  neighbors.  "  Every  man," 
Lord  Truro  observed,  in  Egerton  v.  Earl  Broiafilow,  4  H.  L.  C. 
195,  *•  is  restricted  against  using  his  property  to  the  prejudice  of 
others."  The  invasion  of  an  established  right ^ will,  in  general, 
per  86,  constitute  an  injury  for  which  damages  are  recoverable,  for 
in  all  civil  acts  the  intent  of  the  act^r  is  less  regarded  than  the 
consequences  to  the  party  suffering.  Thus,  if  a  man  lop  a  tree, 
and  the  boughs,  ipso  invito,  fall  upon  another,  or  he  shoot  at  a  butt, 
and  hit  another  unawares,  an  action  lies.  So,  one  is  liable  who 
has  land  through  which  a  river  runs  to  turn  his  neighbor's  mill, 
and  lops  the  trees  growing  on  the  river  side,  and  the  loppings  impede 
the  progress  of  the  stream,  which  hinders  the  mill  from  working. 
Broom's  Leg.  Max.  366,  367.  To  render  a  particular  case  an 
exception  to  the  general  principles  controlling  the  exercise  of 
dominion  over  property  by  its  proprietor,  it  must  be  ascertained  to 
be  exceptional  in  its  surroundings  or  its  facts.  From  necessity  the 
principles  are  sometimes  relaxed.  They  do  not  apply  where  it  is 
impossible  to  gather  safe  facts  to  become  bases  for  safe  rules.  With 
respect  to  water  flowing  in  a  subterraneous  course,  it  has  been  held 
that  the  owner  of  land  through  which  it  flows  has  no  right  or  inter- 
est which  will  enable  him  to  maintain  an  action  against  an  owner 
who,  in  carrying  on  mining  operations  in  his  own  land,  in  the 
usual  manner,  drains  away  the  water  from  the  other's  land,  and 
lay  his  well  dry.  Acton  v.  Blundell,  VZ  M.  &  W.  324:  Haldeman  v. 
Bruchhart,  9  Wright,  514,  and  Wheatley  v.  Bauyh,  1  Casey,  528, 
were  ruled  in  the  same  way.  So,  rights  and  liabilities  in  respect 
of  artificial  streams,  when  first  flowing  on  the  surface,  are  in  some 
particulars  distinct  from  those  respecting  natural  streams  so  flowing. 
They  are  distinct  at  least  to  the  extent  that  tiie  user  of  the  ease- 
ment  of  sending  on  the  water  of  an  artificial  stream  to  the  land  of 
a  neighbor,  is  no  evidence  that  the  land  from  which  the  water  is 
sent  has  become  subject  to  the  servitude  of  being  bound  to  send  it 
on.  Oaved  Y.  MarttJi,  19  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  732.  Perhaps  Smithy. 
Vol.  XXVII -90 
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Kenricky  7  C.  B.  515,  mav  be  classed  as  an  exceptional  case  also  in 
its  circumstances,  although  as  a  precedent  it  will  probably  prove 
of  doubtful  value.  It  was  held  there  that  each  of  two  owners  of 
aidjoining  mines  has  a  natural  right  to  work  his  own  mine  in  the 
manner  most  convenient  and  beneficial  to  himself  although  the 
natural  consequence  may  be  that  some  prejudice  will  accrue  to  the 
owner  of  the  adjoining  mine. 

But  except  where  it  is  qualified  by  the  existence  of  peculiar  con- 
ditions, the  duty  of  the  owner  of  property  is  defined  by  the  maxim 
sic  utere  fuo  uf  aliemim  non  Jmdas.  Can  it  be  said,  as  a  conclu- 
sion of  law,  that  the  duty  of  these  defendants  is  qualified  by  such 
conditions?  They  created  an  artificial  water-course  from  their  mine 
to  Meadow  Brook.  The  plaintiff  insistad  that  the  act  resulted  in 
grave  injury  to  them.  Why  ought  not  the  jury  to  have  been  left 
to  determine  the  truth  or  falsity  of  their  allegation  ?  It  was 
declared  in  Gaved  v.  Martin,  supra,  that  if  the  water  in  an  artificial 
stream,  when  brought  to  the  surface,  is  made  to  flow  on  the  land 
of  a  neighbor  without  his  consent,  it  is  a  wrong  for  which  the  party 
causing  it  so  to  flow  is  liable.  If  a  man  brings  or  uses  a  thing  of 
a  dangerous  nature  on  his  own  land,  he  must  keep  it  at  his  own 
peril,  and  is  liable  for  the  consequences  if  it  escapes  and  does  injury 
to  another.  Jones  v.  Festiniog,  L.  R.,  3  Q.  B.  736.  **The  person 
whose  grass  or  corn  is  eaten  down  by  the  escaping  cattle  of  his 
neighbor;  or  whose  mine  is  flooded  by  the  water  from  his  neighbor's 
reservoir  {Harrison  v.  Great  NortJiern  West  Railway  Co,y  3  H.  & 
C.  238),  or  whose  habitation  is  made  unhealthy  by  the  fumes  and 
noisome  vapors  of  his  neighbor's  alkali  works  (St,  Helenas  Smelting 
Co.  V.  Tipping y  11  H.  L  Cas.  642),  is  damnified  without  any  fault 
of  his  own,  and  it  seems  but  reasonable  and  just  that  the  neighbor 
who  has  brought  something  on  his  own  property  which  was  not 
naturally  there,  harmless  to  others  so  long  as  it  was  confined  to 
his  own  property,  which  he  knows  will  be  mischievous  if  it  gets 
on  his  neighbor's,  should  be  obliged  to  make  ^ood  the  damage 
which  ensues  if  he  does  not  succeed  in  confining  it  to  his  own 
property .  *'  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,  L.  R.,  1  Ex.  265.  In  an  elaborate 
and  carefully  considered  opinion  in  Mason  v.  Hilly  5  B.  &  A.  1, 
Denman,  C.  J.,  held  that  the  possessor  of  land  through  which 
a  natural  stream  runs,  has  the  right  to  the  advantage  of  that 
stream  flowing  in  its  natural  course,  not  inoonsistent  with  a  simi- 
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lar  right  in  the  proprietore  of  the  land  above  and  below  ;  and  that 
neither  can  any  proprietor  above  diminish  the  quantity  or  injure 
the  quality  of  the  water,  nor  can  any  proprietor  below  throw  bjvek 
the  water  without  his  license  or  granL  It  was  one  of  the  fea- 
tures of  that  case  that  the  water  which  the  defendant  had  the  right 
to  use,  subject  to  the  duty  of  returning  it,  was  heated  when  it  was 
returned  to  the  stream,  and  the  jury  had  assessed  damages  for  that 
The  chief  justice  said  in  entering  judgment:  *'  as  to  the  right  to 
recover  for  the  injury  sustained  by  the  water  being  returned  in  a 
heated  state,  there  can  be  no  question."  In  Wood  v.  Sutcliffe,  16 
Jur.  75,  and  8  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  217,  an  injunction  was  granted  to 
restrain  the  defendant,  against  whom  a  recovery  had  been  had  at 
law,  from  pouring  dye-wares,  dye-liquors,  madder,  indigo  or  potash 
into  a  channel  that  connected  his  dye-works  with  a  stream  called 
the  "  Bowling  Beck,"  on  which,  below  the  works,  the  cotton-mill 
of  the  plaintiffs  was  situated,  and  in  the  use  of  the  water  of  which 
they  claimed  prescriptive  rights.  "I  am  satisfied  from  the  evi- 
dence," the  vice-chanceller  remarked,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion, 
'*that  to  some  considerable  extent,  the  pollution  of  this  stream  is 
inevitable,  and  that  no  court  of  law,  or  court  of  equity,  nor  all  the 
courts  in  the  world,  except  there  were  a  power  of  removing  all  that 
mass  of  human  beings  which  now  congregate  about  its  banks,  ever 
could  restore  it  to  the  state  in  which  it  once  was.  But  still  it  does 
not  follow,  bcause  there  be  a  certain  degree  of  }X)llution,  which 
cannot  be  very  accurately  measured,  and  which  is  inevitable,  tl)at 
therefore  everybody  has  a  right  to  pollute  the  stream  by  pouring 
in  immense  quantities  of  filth  and  pollution  from  his  own  works, 
to  make  it  ten  thousand  times  worse."  Penniyigton  v.  Brinmp 
Hall  Coal  Company y  5  Ch.  Div.  769,  was  a  case  where  an  injunction 
was  granted  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  pumping  water  from 
their  colliery  into  Borsdane  Brook,  by  which  the  water  in  use  for 
the  cotton-mill  of  the  plaintiffs  had  been  corrupted.  While  their 
claim  included  the  assertion  of  a  prescriptive  right  it  was  discussed 
mainly  in  view  of  the  position  of  plaintiffs  as  sub-riparian  owners, 
by  the  justice  who  granted  the  injunction.  In  answer  to  the  sug- 
gestion that  in  lieu  of  the  remedy  sought,  damages  should  l>o 
awarded,  it  was  said  that  **  the  rights  of  the  plaintiffs  as  riparian 
owners  are  not  limited  to  their  present  modes  of  enjoyment.  It  wag 
impossible  to  foresee  what  modes  they,  or  their  successors  in  title, 
may  resort  to,  or  the  extent  of  damages  which  would  be  compen- 
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sation  for  the  injury  wliich  the  continued  pollution  might  cause  to 
such  new  modes  of  enjoyment."  While  a  right  by  prescription 
was  the  main  element  of  the  title  of  the  plaintiffs  to  a  decree  in 
Wood  V.  Sutliffe,  and  a  partial  element  in  the  title  of  the  plaintiff 
in  Pennington  v.  Brinksop  Hall  Coal  Company^  it  did  not  enter  at 
all  into  the  consideration  of  Mason  v.  Hill.  There,  indeed,  it  was 
expressly  put  aside.  "  We  do  not  wish,"  the  chief  justice  declared, 
**  to  rest  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  this  narrow  ground."  Pen- 
nington V.  Tlie  Coal  Company  was  decided  so  lately  as  last  May,  and 
it  would  seem  that  in  England  this  branch  of  the  law  has  been  defi- 
nitely and  firmly  settled. 

And  the  question  is  by  no  means  a  fresh  one  in  Pennsylvania. 
In  Barclay  v.  T?ie  Conimonwealthy  1  Casey,  503,  the  defendant  had 
been  convicted  of  a  nuisance  in  the  Quarter  Sessions  of  Bedford, 
in  permitting  the  wash  and  waste  from  his  barnyard  to  escape  into 
the  springs  dedicated  by  the  Penns  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Bedford.  In  this  court,  the  judgment 
was  reversed  for  an  irregularity  in  the  sentence,  but  the  conviction 
was  approved.  The  Little  Schuylkill  Navigation  Co7n])any,  7  P.  P. 
Smith,  142,  was  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  injury  to  the 
plaintiff's  forge-dam  in  the  Little  Schuylkill  river,  caused  by  the 
throwing  of  coal  dirt,  slate  and  loose  earths  into  the  channel  of  the 
stream  by  the  servants  und  employees  of  the  defendants.  The 
refuse  matter  wiis  carried  down  the  river  by  the  action  of  the  water, 
and  deposited  in  the  dam.  Other  i)ersons  were  shown  to  have  cast 
the  refuse  of  their  mines  into  the  water,  and  the  court  below  had 
charged  in  substance  that  the  defendants  were  liable  for  the  com- 
bined results  of  all  the  deposits  This  instruction  raised  the  main 
question  on  the  writ  of  error.  It  was  held  here  that  the  liability 
of  the  defendants  began  with  their  act  on  their  own  land,  and  was 
wholly  separate  and  mdependent  of  concert  with  others  ;  and  that 
their  tort,  having  been  several  when  committed,  did  not  become 
joint  because  its  consequences  united  with  the  consequences  of  the 
acts  of  others.  But  it  was  not  suggested  that  under  any  theory  or 
doctrine  of  public  policy,  the  defendants  had  the  right  to  use  the 
river-bed  as  a  dumping-ground  for  the  rubbish  of  their  mines.  The 
corruption  of  the  water  was  not  alleged,  it  is  true,  but  it  is  not 
readily  apparent  how  a  principle  could  be  sound  that  would  justify 
the  destruction  of  the  water  of  a  running  stream  for  one  purpose. 
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and  not  justify  the  destruction  of  its  uses  by  the  same  or  a  similar 
agency  for  all  purposes  whatever. 

In  the  argument  here,  the  ground  was  distinctly  taken  that  im- 
mense public  and  private  interests  demand  that  the  right,  which 
the  defendants  exercised  in  ejecting  the  water  from  their  mine, 
should  have  recognition  and  be  established.  It  was  said  that  in  more 
than  a  thousand  collieries  in  the  anthracite  regions  of  the  State  the 
mining  of  coal  can  only  be  carried  on  by  pumping  out  the  percolat- 
ing water  which  accumulates  in  every  tunnel,  slope  and  shaft,  and 
which,  when  brought  to  the  surface,  must  find  its  way  by  a  natural 
flow  to  some  surface  stream.  It  was  urged  that  the  law  should  be 
adjusted  to  the  exigencies  of  the  great  industrial  interests  of  the 
Commonwealth,  and  that  the  production  of  an  indispensable  min- 
eral, reaching  to  the  annual  extent  of  twenty  millions  of  tons,  should 
not  be  crippled  and  endangered  by  adopting  a  rule  that  would  make 
colliers  answerable  in  damages  for  corrupting  a  stream  into  which 
mine-water  would  naturally  run.  These  are  considerations  that  are 
entitled  to  bo  well  weighed.  In  the  trial  of  questions  like  this 
before  a  jury,  they  ought  to  be  kept  steadily  in  view.  The  pro- 
prietors of  largo  and  useful  interests  should  not  be  hampered  or 
hindered  for  frivolous  or  trifling  causes.  For  slight  inconveniences 
or  occasional  annoyances  they  ought  not  to  be  held  responsible,  and 
in  dealing  with  such  complaints  juries  should  be  held  with  a  steady 
hand.  Only  when  some  material  and  appreciable  injury  has  been 
sustained  should  a  recovery  of  damages  against  them  bo  allowed. 
But  there  must  be  one  rule  of  law  maintained  for  all  men,  and  by 
that  rule  all  men's  rights  must  be  tried  and  tested.  The  view,  so 
earnestly  and  ably  presented  by  the  counsel  here,  was  pressed  upon 
Mr.  Justice  Mellor,  in  the  trial  of  SI.  Helen's  Smelting  Co,  v.  Tip- 
ping, 11  H.  L.  Cas.  642,  a  precedent  in  every  way  of  interest  and 
value.  After  the  verdict  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  heard  and 
refused  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  on  review  in  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  and  afterward  in  the  House  of  Lords  the  judg- 
ment was  affirmed.  In  charging  the  jury  the  judge  used  this 
language:  "  The  defendants  say,  *  If  you  do  not  mind,  you  will  stop 
the  progress  of  works  of  this  kind.'  I  agree  that  that  is  so,  because, 
no  doubt,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  above  all  other  counties,  where 
great  works  have  been  created  and  carried  on — works  which  are  the 
means  of  developing  the  national  wealth  —  you  must  not  stand  on 
extreme  rights,  and  allow  a  person  to  say,  '  I  will  bring  an  action 
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against  you  for  this,  that,  and  so  on.'  Business  could  not  go  on  if 
that  were  so.  Every  thing  must  be  looked  at  from  a  reasonable 
point  of  view ;  therefore,  the  law  does  not  regard  trifling  and  small 
inconveniences,  but  only  regards  essential  inconveniences;  injuries 
which  sensibly  diminish  the  comfort,  enjoyment  or  value  of  the 
property  which  is  affected."  In  another  part  of  the  same  lucid 
charge  the  jury  were  instructed  that  "if  a  man  by  any  act,  either 
by  the  erection  of  a  lime  kiln,  or  copper  works,  or  any  work  of  that 
description,  sends  over  his  neighbor's  land  that  which  is  noxious 
and  hurtful,  to  an  extent  which  sensibly  diminishes  the  comfort 
and  value  of  the  property,  and  the  comfort  of  existence  on  that 
property,  that  is  an  actionable  injury."  The  consequences  that 
would  flow  from  the  adoption  of  the  doctrine  contended  for  could 
be  readily  foretold.  Relaxation  of  legal  liabilities  and  remission  of 
legal  duties  to  meet  the  current  needs  of  great  business  organiza- 
tions, in  one  direction,  would  logically  be  followed  by  the  same 
relaxation  and  remission,  on  the  same  grounds,  in  all  other  direc- 
tions. One  invasion  of  individual  right  would  follow  another,  and 
it  might  be  only  a  question  of  time  when,  under  the  operations  of 
even  a  single  colliery,  a  whole  country  side  would  be  depopulated. 
Paxsok,  J.,  dissented. 

Judgment  reversed  and  procedendo  awarded* 


Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey  v.  Oeeen. 

(80Peim.St.427.) 

Statutory  eonatruction^  penalty  —  satitfactUm. 

A  fltatate  Impoeed  a  penalty  on  any  railroad  company  which  shoald  exclude 
any  person  or  persons  from  any  particular  car  on  account  of  race  or  color, 
and  subjected  the  employees  offending  to  fine  and  imprisonment.  A  man 
and  his  wife,  colored  persons,  were  excluded  from  a  car  by  the  same 
employee  at  the  same  time.  HM,  but  a  single  offense,  and  that  a  reooyeiy 
by  the  man  and  his  wife  in  right  of  the  wife  barred  a  recovery  in  his  own 
right    (See  note,  p,  722.) 
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Stanley  Woodward,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
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Paxson,  J.  The  plaintiff  below  brought  an  action  of  debt  to 
recover  the  penalty  of  $500  under  the  first  section  of  the  act  of 
22d  March-,  1867,  Pamph.  L.  38,  for  excluding  him  from  a  particu- 
lar car  of  the  defendant  corporation.  It  was  alleged  by  the  plaintiff 
that  himself  and  wife  were  prevented  from  entering  one  of  the  pas- 
senger cars  of  the  defendant,  at  Wilkesbarre,  on  the  26th  of 
December,  1873,  by  one  of  the  employees  of  the  company,  and 
compelled  to  take  another  passenger  car  of  the  same  train  in  order 
to  proceed  to  their  home,  a  distance  of  two  miles.  There  was 
neither  allegation  nor  proof  that  the  car  they  were  compelled  to 
enter  was  inferior  in  any  respect  to  the  one  from  which  they  were 
excluded,  nor  that  it  was  a  car  set  apart  for  coldted  people.  It  was 
contended,  however,  that  they  were  not  allowed  to  enter  the  par- 
ticular car  by  reason  of  their  color,  and  the  jury  have  established 
this  fact  by  their  verdict.  The  case  comes  up  to  us  upon  the  single 
question  whether  a  former  verdict  and  judgment  in  a  suit  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  in  right  of  the  wife,  for  the  same  act 
of  exclusion,  is  a  bar  to  this  suit.  The  court  below  held  that  the 
former  recovery  was  not  a  bar,  upon  the  principle  that  the  act  of 
the  company's  employee  in  refusing  to  allow  the  plaintiff  and  his 
wife  to  enter  a  particular  car  was  in  the  nature  of  a  tort,  and  that 
-either  or  both  could  recover  for  an  injury  resulting  therefrom. 

If  this  were  an  action  to  recover  damages  resulting  from  per- 
sonal injuries,  occasioned  by  the  act  of  the  company's  servant,  the 
reasoning  of  the  learned  judge  would  not  be  inaccurate.  In  such 
case  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  wife  for  injuries  sustained  by  her, 
would  be  no  answer  to  a  suit  by  the  husband  for  injuries  sustained 
by  him.  It  was  not  an  action  for  damages  at  all.  It  is  not  even 
contended  that  any  damages  were  sustained.  The  action  is  for  the 
penalty  imposed  by  the  legislature  upon  railroad  companies,  who 
should  compel  colored  people  to  ride  in  a  particular  car.  The 
object  of  the  act  was  to  punish  such  corporations  for  making  such 
distinction.  The  exclusion  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  was  a  single 
act,  done  at  the  same  time  and  by  the  same  person.  To  punish 
the  company  twice  for  the  same  act  would  be  unreasonable,  and 
against  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  the  act  of  assembly.  This  is 
plain  from  an  examination  of  the  second  section,  which  provides: 
*^  That  any  agent,  conductor  or  employee  of  any  railroad  or  railway 
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corporation  within  the  Common  wealth,  who  shall  exclude,  allow  to 
be  excluded,  or  assist  in  the  exclusion  from  any  of  their  cars  set 
apart  for  the  accommodation  of  passengers,  any  person  or  persons, 
on  account  of  color  or  race,  or  who  shall  refuse  to  carry  such  person 
or  persons  on  account  of  color  or  race,  or  who  shall  throw  any  car 
or  cars  from  the  track,  thereby  preventing  persons  from  riding, 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,"  etc.  Thus  we  have  two 
sections  relating  to  this  subject,  the  first  imposing  a  penalty  of 
$500  upon  any  company  which  shall  exclude  any  person  or  persons 
by  reason  of  color  or  race  from  any  particular  car,  or  which  shall 
allow  it  to  be  done  by  any  agent,  conductor  or  employee,  and  the 
second  punishing  by  fine  and  imprisonment  any  agent,  conductor 
or  employee  who  shall  be  guilty  of  such  act.  It  certainly  could 
not  be  seriously  contended  that  the  employee  by  whom  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  wife  were  excluded  could  be  twice  prosecuted  and  con- 
victed under  the  second  section.  It  was  a  single  act,  and  when 
once  punished  according  to  law  he  could  not  be  punished  again. 
So  under  the  first  section,  the  company,  after  having  once  paid  the 
penalty  for  their  unlawful  act,  cannot  be  called  upon  to  pay  it 
again.  And  this  because  the  penalty  is  given  by  way  of  punish- 
ment to  the  offender,  rather  than  by  way  of  compensation  to  tho 
party  aggrieved.  For  any  injury  he  may  have  sustained  he  would 
have  his  right  of  action  independent  of  the  penalty,  and  I  do  not 
see  that  he  would  be  bound  thereby.  The  fact  that  several  persons 
may  be  aggrieved  by  tlie  commission  of  a  single  offense  affords  no 
ground  to  justify  an  inference  that  each  may  have  his  suit  for  the 
penalty  imposed  upon  its  commission,  where  the  plain  object  of  the 
law  is  to  punish  or  repress  a  public  wrong  rather  than  to  compen- 
sate a  private  injury.  The  penalty  imposed  by  the  act  is  so  dis- 
proportioned  to  any  supposable  injury  in  any  ordinaiy  case  that 
we  are  bound  to  presume  it  was  intended  as  a  police  regulation  for 
tho  management  of  railroads,  and  to  have  been  induced  from  mo- 
tives of  public  policy.  Indeed  this  clearly  appears  from  the  title 
of  said  act,  which  describes  it  as  *'  an  act  making  it  an  offense  for 
railroad  corporations  within  this  Commonwealth  to  make  any  dis- 
tinction with  their  passengers  on  account  of  race  or  color,  and  pun- 
ishing said  corporations,  and  their  agents  and  employees,  for  the 
commission  of  such  offense."  We  cannot  give  a  loose  construction 
to  an  act  so  severely  penal  as  this.  Had  the  legislature  intended 
to  give  an  action  to  each  person  aggrieved  by  a  single  act  of  an  em- 
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ployee  of  tho  company,  it  would  probably  have  used  appropriate 
language  to  express  such  intent,  and  said  any,  or  each,  or  every 
person  aggrieved,  shall  have  his,  her  or  their  action,  etc.  On  the 
contrary,  we  have  an  offense  defined,  which,  by  the  terms  of  the  act, 
may  be  committed  against  one  or  several  persons,  and  an  action  of 
debt  for  the  penalty  given,  to  '*  the  person  thereby  injured  or  ag- 
grieved." Again,  the  statute  gives  but  1500  for  the  exclusion  of 
any  person  or  persons  from  the  car.  How  then  can  it  be  possible 
for  a  single  act  to  recover  a  double  penalty  ?  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  in  so  plain  a  case  to  incumber  this  opinion  with  any  ex- 
tended citation  of  authority,  especially  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it 
must  be  decided  to  a  great  extent  upon  the  proper  meaning  and 
construction  of  the  act  of  assembly.  Yet  the  case  of  HiU  v.  Wil- 
liams, 14  S.  &  R.  287,  is  so  like  this  in  principle  that  a  brief  refer- 
ence to  it  may  not  be  unprofitable.  There  the  action  was  against 
a  justice  of  the  peace  to  recover  the  penalty  of  fifty  pounds  under 
the  act  of  14th  of  February  1729-30  (1  Sm.  Laws,  180),  to  prevent 
clandestine  marriages.  Both  of  the  parties  joined  in  marriage  by 
the  justice  were  minors.  The  father  of  tlie  female  infant  brought 
his  action  under  the  statute  and  recovered.  Subsequently  the 
father  of  the  male  infant  brou2;ht  a  similar  suit  against  the  jus- 
tice, and  it  was  held  that  but  one  penalty  could  be  recovered,  and 
that  the  first  judgment  was  a  bur  to  tlie  second  suit.  It  was  said 
by  TiLGTiMAN,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court :  *'The 
object  of  tlie  law  was  not  so  much  to  make  a  compensation  to  the 
injured  parents  (for  in  many  cases  fifty  pounds  wpuld  be  no  com- 
pensation), as  to  deter  all  persons  from  being  accessory  to  these 
clandestine  marriages.  For  this  purpose  a  certain  penalty  was 
thought  to  be  the  best  remedy,  and  a  penalty  in  money  being  in- 
flicted, no  person  was  so  proper  to  receive  it  as  the  party  grieved, 
if  he  thought  it  advisable  to  sue  for  it.  But,  if  he  declined  suing 
for  the  penalty,  I  see  nothing  to  hinder  him  from  suing  for  dama- 
ges under  the  original  act.  Penal  laws  should  be  held  to  a  strict 
construction,  and  it  would  certainly  require  very  clear  expressions 
to  double  the  penalty.  The  argument  in  favor  of  a  double  penalty 
is  founded  on  the  expressions  in  the  second  section,  *'  he  shall  for- 
feit the  sum  of  fifty  pounds,  to  be  recovered  by  the  person  or  per- 
sons grieved."  But  what  is  to  be  recovered?  The  sum  of  fifty 
pounds  and  no  more,  for  no  othpr  sum  is  mentioned.  The  word 
"  persons  "  is  often  applicable  to  one  party.  For  instance,  a  minor 
Vol.  XXVII  — 91 
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may  have  several  guardians  or  several  masters  who  are  in  partner- 
ship. In  such  cases  all  the  guardians  or  both  the  masters  may 
bring  suit  as  one  party.  But  if  the  word  ** persons  ''  is  applied  to 
a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  parents  of  botli  man  and  woman 
are  grieved  by  the  marriage,  it  is  much  more  reasonable  to  say  that 
both  may  join  in  the  action  and  share  the  penalty,  than  that  the 
justice  shall  pay  one  hundred  pounds,  when  the  law  has  said  that 
he  shall  pay  fifty  pounds."  The  inclination  of  the  courts  against 
multiplying  penalties  is  strong.  Commomoealfh  v.  Borden,  11  P. 
F.  Smith,  272  ;  Hardyman  v.  Wliitaker,  2  East,  573  ;  The  King 
v.  Bleasdale,  4  Term  Rep.  809  ;  Pike  v.  Madbury,  12  N.  H.262; 
Beadleston  v.  SpragtiCy  6  Johns.  101.  We  need  not  pursue  the 
subject  further.  We  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  error  to  decline  to 
affirm  the  first  and  second  points  of  the  defendants.  Each  of  said 
points  should  have  been  affirmed  without  qualification. 

Judgment  reversed, 
Gordon,  J.,  dissented. 

Note  by  the  Reporter.  In  Sturffis  v,  Spofor<U  45  N.  Y.  446,  It  wns  held  that  a 
statute  givinf?  to  commissioners  of  pilots  a  penalty  of  $100  against  any  person  em- 
ploying an  unlicensed  pilot,  authorizes  the  recovery  of  only  one  penalty  against  one 
person  employing  one  such  pilot,  although  he  was  employed  on  numerous  ships.  The 
court  said  :  "It  does  not  say  for  each  employment,  nor  for  each  offense,  nor  for  each 
fillip  unlawfully  piloted.  Penal  statutes  are  to  be  construed  strictly,  and  the  language 
will  Justify  tlie  construction  that  but  a  single  penalty  is  incurred  for  all  of  the  alleged 
unlawful  acts  of  tlie  party  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action.  *All  persons 
employing '  are  liable,  whether  the  unlicensed  person  employed  piloted  one  or  flf6y 
ships.  It  Is  still  but  an  employment.  Washburn  v.  Mclnmu,  7  Johns.  134;  Tiffany^, 
Driggj<^  13  id.  252.  Prosecutions  for  aggregated  penalties  should  not  be  encouraged. 
Penalties  are  often  incurred  inadvertently,  or  under  a  claim  of  right,  and  If  the  pro99- 
culion  is  promptly  Instituted  for  a  single  offense,  It  operates  as  a  salutary  warning 
to  discontinue  the  practice,  or  acts  complained  of,  while  delay  may  be  regarded  as  mm 
acquiescence  In  the  right  of  the  party  to  perform  the  acts.** 

In  Fifihcr  v.  iV.  1'.,  ctc.y  R.  R.  Co.,  46  N.  Y.  644,  the  statute  providing  that  any  railroad 
which  should  ask  and  receive  a  greater  rate  of  fare  than  that  allowed  by  law,  should 
forfeit  fifty  dollars,  etc.  Held,  that  only  one  penalty  could  be  recovered  for  all  acts 
committed  before  the  commencement  of  the  action.  This  was  based  on  the  omission 
of  the  words  **  for  each  and  every  offense.'*  The  court  regarded  the  penalty  not  as  a 
satisfaction  for  the  injur>',  but  to  enable  the  party  to  prosecute  and  recover  costs*  to 
Indemnify  him  against  expense,  and  to  serve  as  an  effectual  warning.  Counsel 
referred  to  Deyo  v.  R(hkJ,  3  Hill,  527,  where  by  similar  language  a  penalty  was  Inflicted 
for  violation  of  the  excise  act,  but  the  court  distinguished  it  on  the  ground  that  a  sub- 
sequent section  provided  that  the  penalties  might  be  recovered  by  the  overseers  of  the 
poor,  thus  showing  the  design  to  impose  a  penalty  and  provide  for  Its  recovery  for 
every  offense. 

In  Suudam  v.  Smith,  SUN.  Y.  383,  the  question  was  on  the  application  of  the  words 
**  for  each  offense,"  In  the  statute,  and  they  were  held  to  apply  to  and  authorise  suo- 
cessive  offenses  and  recoveries. 
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Mathias  V.  Sellers. 

(86  Fean.  St.  486.) 

Lien  for  9erm66»  —  toaiiver  -^  ctgreemeni  on  amcufiL 

One  with  whom  materials  are  left  for  manufacture  has  a  lien  on  them  for  his 
work;  such  lien  is  not  waiyed  by  a  special  agreement  for  the  amount  to  bo 
paid  for  the  work;  and  replevin  cannot  be  maintained  for  such  manufao- 
tured  materials  until  payment  or  tender  of  the  charges. 

REPLEVIN.      The  opinion   states  the  facts.      Plaintiff    had 
judgment 

B.  M.  Boyer  and  /.  Wright  Apple,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

James  Boyd,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Woodward,  J.  In  the  fall  of  1872,  Sellers  &  Radey,  the  plain- 
tiffs below,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  Mathias,  the  defendant, 
to  furnish  him  with  tobacco  at  prices  that  were  specified.  This 
tobacco  was  to  be  worked  up  by  the  defendant  into  cigars  of  such 
kinds  and  brands  as  the  plaintiffs,  from  time  to  time,  should  design 
nate.  Fixed  prices  for  the  manufacture  of  the  cigars,  accoiding 
to  their  quality,  were  to  be  allowed,  and  advances  were  to  be  made 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant  for  stamps  and  wages  as  the  work 
should  be  done  and  the  cigars  be  delivered. 

On  the  6th  of  November,  1873,  the  defendant  had  manufactured 
90,000  cigars,  which  were  in  his  possession.  The  stamps  for  them 
were  procured  and  paid  for  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  alleged  at  the  trial 
that  an  agreement  was  then  made  with  the  defendant  by  which  they 
were  to  take  them  away  when  stamped,  and  a  full  and  final  settle- 
ment was  afterward  to  be  made.  Under  this  agreement  the  plain- 
tiffs insisted  that  the  right  the  defendant  possessed  to  retain  the 
cigars  as  security  for  the  balance  due  for  their  manufacture  had 
been  waived.  There  was  conflicting  evidence  on  this  branch  of  the 
case,  the  defendant  denying  the  existence  of  the  supplementary 
agreement.  The  question  was  one  of  fact  for  the  jury,  but  it  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  submitted.  As  the  court  held  that  the 
defendant  was  not  in  any  event  entitled  to  a  lien,  it  became  unim- 
portant to  ascertain  whether  it  had  or  had  not  been  waived. 
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When  the  replevin  issued,  the  balance  of  the  account  of  the  plain- 
tiff against  the  defendant  was  #2,585.40.  This  sum  included  $450 
l)aid  for  stamps  on  the  6th  of  November,  1873,  and  $54.65  paid  to 
the  sheriff,  apparently  for  exi>euKerf  in  the  action.  The  value  of  the 
90.000  cigars  the  defendant  had  made  was  shown  by  the  testimony 
to  be  $2,820.  Including  in  the  charges  against  him  the  $54.65 
paid  to  the  sheriff,  there  was  due  to  the  defendant,  therefore,  the 
Slim  of  $234.60.  Suit  was  brought  without  payment  or  tender  of 
the  amount,  and  the  court  charged  at  the  trial  that  the  existence 
of  a  balance,  for  work  done  in  manufacturing  the  cigars,  did  not 
defeat  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  action. 

It  has  long  been  a  settled  rule  of  the  common  law,  that  goods 
deposited  with  a  trademan  or  artisan  for  manufacture  or  repair,  are 
subject  for  the  work  done  on  them  to  a  specific  lien.  Thus,  a  tailor 
who  has  made  a  suit  of  garments  out  of  the  cloth  delivered  to  him, 
is  not  bound  to  deliver  the  suit  to  his  employer  until  he  is  paid  for 
his  services.  Neither  is  a  ship  carpenter  bound  to  restore  the  ship 
which  he  has  repaired;  nor  a  jeweller  ihe  gom  which  he  has  set,  or 
the  seal  which  he  has  engraved;  nor  an  agistor  the  horse  which  he 
has  taken  on  hire,  until  their  respective  compensations  are  paid. 
Story  on  Bailments,  §  440,  and  the  cases  there  cited.  Though  the 
right  of  lien  probably  originated  in  those  cases  in  which  there  was 
an  obligation,  arising  out  of  the  public  employment,  to  receive  the 
goods,  it  is  not  now  confined  to  that  class  of  persons.  A  particular 
lien  is  given  by  the  common  law  to  any  one  who  takes  property  in 
the  way  of  his  trade  or  occupation,  to  bestow  labor  and  expense 
upon  it.  And  it  exists  equally  whether  there  be  an  agreement  to 
pay  a  stipulated  price,  or  only  an  implied  contract  to  pay  a  reason- 
able price.  2  Kent's  Com.  635.  It  was  said  by  Holroyd,  J.,  in 
Crawshay  v.  Homfraxjy  4  Barn.  &  Aid.  50,  that  the  principle  laid 
down  in  Clidse  v.  Wesimore,  5  Maule  &  Selw.  180,  where  all  the  cases 
came  under  the  consideration  of  the  court,  was  this,  that  a  special 
agi-eement  did  not  of  itself  destroy  the  right  to  retain;  but  that  it 
did  so  only  where  it  contained  some  special  term  inconsistent  with 
that  right.  In  2  Selwyn's  Nisi  Prius,  540,  the  rule  is  stated  to  be, 
that  the  right  of  detaining  a  thing  until  the  money  due  upon  it  be 
paid,  may  be  waived  by  a  special  agreement  as  to  the  time  or  mode 
of  payment;  but  not  merely  by  an  agreement  for  the  payment  of  a 
fixed  sum.  The  existence  of  the  principle  in  its  full  reach  has  been 
recognized  in  Pennsylvania.     Mclntyre  v.  Carver^  2  W.  &  S.  392. 
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was  a  replevin  for  thirty-four  panel  doors,  which  Mclntyre  had  made 
from  lumber  delivered  to  him  by  Carver.  The  suit  was  brought 
without  payment  or  tender  of  payment  for  the  work.McIntyre  had 
done;  but  while  it  was  pending,  the  money  was  offered  and  received. 
It  was  held  that  the  tender  and  acceptance  came  too  late  to  help 
the  plaintiff.  **  The  suit  was  brought,"  Chief  Justice  Gibson  said,  in 
entering  the  judgment,  "before  the  right  of  action  was  complete, 
and  such  a  defect  cannot  be  cured  by  any  subsequent  act,  except  a 
binding  agreement  not  to  take  advantage  of  it."  In  Fierce  v.  Sweety 
9  Casey,  151,  it  was  decided  that  a  bailee,  to  whom  logs  had  been 
delivered  to  be  converted  into  boards,  had  a  lien  on  them  for  his 
labor  independent  of  any  special  agreement;  and  that  he  could 
maintain  an  action  against  an  execution  creditor  of  the  bailor  by 
whom  they  had  been  taken  out  of  his  possession.  It  is  clear,  under 
all  the  precedents,  that  unless  the  defendant  here  waived  his  lien 
by  some  such  new  agreement  as  that  which  the  plaintiffs  set  up  at 
the  trial,  he  had  the  right  to  retain  the  cigars  in  controversy  until 
he  was  paid  for  the  work  he  had  done  in  making  them. 

Nothing  that  was  decided  in  MacJcy  v.  DilU7iger,  23  P.  F.  Smith, 
85,  was  in  conflict  with  the  settled  law  of  lien.  Dillinger  consigned 
goods  to  Moorehead,  who  advanced  $1,500  on  them,  and  then  pledged 
them,  with  other  property,  to  Macky,  to  secure  a  loan  for  13,700. 
Macky  knew  they  belonged  to  Dillinger.  When  they  were 
demanded  by  Dillinger,  Macky  refused  to  deliver  them  except  on 
the  condition  that  this  loan  to  Moorehead  should  be  paid.  Nothing 
was  said  at  the  time  of  Moorehead's  advances,  and  in  the  action  of 
replevin  which  Dillinger  brought,  it  was  held  that  Macky  had  no 
right  to  set  up  Moorehead 's  lien  \n  his  own  defense;  that  as  against 
him  Dillinger  could  maintain  his  action  without  tendering  repay- 
ment either  of  the  loan  made  by  himself  or  of  the  advances  made 
by  Moorehead;  and  that  the  amount  of  the  advances  could  be 
recouped  from  the  damages  Dillinger  was  entitled  to  recover.  The 
decision  was  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  present  chief  justice  to 
rest  on  **  the  general  doctrine  of  tender,  that  when  a  party  declines 
to  accept  payment  or  performance,  except  in  a  particular  way  to 
which  he  is  not  entitled,  he  cannot  insist  that  the  action  is  prema- 
turely brought." 

[Omitting  a  question  of  pleading.] 

Judgment  reversed  and  venire  facias  de  novo  awarded. 
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Daklinuton's  Appeal. 

(86  Penn.  St.  612.) 

Canntructive  fraud  —  husband  and  toife. 

Two  months  after  marriage  a  wife  whose  hearing  and  speech  were  defective, 
whose  health  was  infirm,  and  whose  mind  was  weak,  conveyed  all  her  real 
estate  to  her  husband,  for  the  consideration  of  one  dollar,  reserving  a  life 
estate.  In  the  absence  of  affirmative  evidence  that  her  action  was  intelli* 
gent  and  free  from  undue  influence,  and  that  his  conduct  was  fair  and  con* 
sciouable,  ^leld,  that  the  transfer  was  void.  ♦ 

BILL  against  several  to  compel  performance  of  an  award.    The 
opinion  states  the  facts.     On  the  point  in  question,  the  com- 
plainant was  defeated. 

Joseph  J.  Lewis  and  Wnyfte  Mac  Veagh,  for  appellant. 

Ab7ier  Pyle,  William  M,  Hayes,  and  George  W.  Biddhy  for 
appellees. 

Trunkey,  J.  An  act  or  a  contract,  though  not  originating  in 
any  evil  design  or  contrivance  to  injure  another,  yet  tending  to 
deceive  and  mislead,  or  violate  private  confidence,  is  a  constructive 
fraud,  equally  reprehensible  with  actual  fraud  and  prohibited  bylaw. 
Constructive  fraud  often  exists  where  the  parties  to  the  contract 
have  a  special  confidential  or  fiduciary  relation,  which  affords  the 
power  and  means  to  one  t^  take  undue  advant^e  of,  or  exercise 
undue  influence  over  the  other.  Wherever,  from  such  relation,  con- 
siderable authority  or  influence  necessarily  exists  on  the  one  side, 

•  See  Pierce  v.  Pierce,  ante,  p.  22,  and  note,  p.  26. 

In  Baud  v.  />■  Ui  Montagnie,  73  N.  Y.  502,  the  same  doctrine  was  held,  the  court  obeerv- 
ing :  '^  It  is  not  found  that  the  defendant  acted  with  a  fraudulent  intent  in  procuring  the 
transfer,  but  I  do  not  understand  that  this  is  necessary  in  this  class  of  cases.  A  court  of 
equity  will  interpose  its  jurisdiction  to  »et  aside  instruments  between  persons  occupying 
rations  in  which  one  party  may  naturally  exercise  an  influence  over  the  conduct  of  an- 
'other.  A  husband  occupies  such  a  relation  to  the  wife,  and  the  equitable  principles  would 
apply  to  them  in  respect  to  gratuitous  transfers  by  the  wife  to  the  husband,  however  it 
might  be  in  ordinary  business  transactions  which  the  wife  may  legally  engage  in.  Where 
this  relation  exists  the  person  obtaining  the  benefit  must  show,  by  the  clearest  evidence, 
that  the  gift  was  freely  and  deliberately  made .  The  btu'den  is  upon  the  person  taking  the 
gift  to  show  that  the  transaction  was  fair  and  proper.  Sears  v.  Shafer^  6  N.  Y.  966  ;  Hogh- 
ton  V.  TJnohton.  16  Beav.  278  :  Ford  v.  Harringtmu  16  N.  Y.  286  ;  2  New.  884  ;  CoutU  v. 
AcuxfrUi,  L.  R.,.8  Eq.  568-667 ;  Bwmaby  v.  OHffitu,  8  Ves.  866." 
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and  a  corresponding  reliance  and  confidence  is  placed  on  the  other, 
a  party  will  not  be  suffered  to  abuse  this  authority  or  influence  by 
extracting  any  advantage  to  himself.  A  transaction  between  per- 
sons so  situated  is  watched  with  extreme  jealousy  and  solicitude, 
and  if  there  be  found  the  slightest  trace  of  undue  influence  or  unfair 
advantage,  redress  will  be  given  to  the  injured  party.  Owing  to 
the  near  connection  between  the  parties,  in  many  relations,  the 
transaction  in  itself  is  considered  so  suspicious  as  to  cast  the  bur- 
den of  proof  upon  the  person  who  seeks  to  support  it,  to  show  that 
he  has  taken  no  advantage  of  his  influence  or  knowledge,  and' that 
the  arrangement  is  fair  and  conscientious.  For  instance,  the  rela- 
tion between  attorney  and  client  gives  rise  to  great  confidence  and 
to  very  strong  influence  by  the  attoraey  over  the  actions,  rights 
and  interests  of  his  client.  The  attorney  is  presumed  to  have  the 
power  to  gain  by  the  necessities,  good-nature,  liberality  and  credu- 
lity of  his  client,  and  to  obtain  undue  advantages,  bargains  and 
gratuities.  Hence  the  law  often  interposes  to  declare  transactions 
between  them  void,  which  between  other  persons  would  be  unob- 
jectionable. This  doctrine  is  said  to  rest  upon  the  importance  of 
preventing  a  general  public  mischief,  which  may  be  brought  about 
by  means,  secret  and  inaccessible  to  judicial  scrutiny,  from  the 
dangerous  influences  arising  from  the  confidential  relation  of  the 
parties.  The  principle,  that,  while  the  relation  of  client  and  attor- 
ney subsists  in  its  full  vigor,  the  latter  shall  derive  no  benefit  to 
himself  from  the  contracts,  or  bounty,  or  other  negotiations  of  the 
former,  supersedes  the  necessity  of  any  inquiry  into  the  par- 
ticular means,  extent  and  exertion  of  influence  in  a  given 
case,  a  task  often  difficult  and  ill- supported  by  evidence,  which 
can  be  drawn  from  any  satisfactory  sources.  On  the  one  hand,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  establish  that  there  has  been  fraud  or  imposition 
upon  the  client;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  necessarily  void 
throughout,  ipso  facto.  But  the  burden  of  establishing  its  perfect 
fairness,  adequacy  and  equity,  is  thrown  upon  the  attorney.  If  no 
such  proof  is  established,  courts  of  equity  treat  the  case  as  one  of 
constnictive  fraud.  In  dealings  between  principal  and  agent,  or 
guardian  and  ward,  or  trustee  and  cestui  que  trtist,  the  same  princi- 
ples prevail  with  a  larger  and  more  comprehensive  efficiency;  and 
the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  agent,  the  guardian,  or  the  trustee, 
who  claims  a  benefit  arising  from  the  transaction,  to  show  the  utmost 
good  faith  on  his  part,  that  he  took  no  advantage  of  his  influence  or  ^ 
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knowledge,  and  that  he  brought  every  thing  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
other  party  which  he  himself  knew. 

The  foregoing  principles  are  too  familiar  for  citation  of  text-book 
or  report.  It  is  equally  unnecessary  to  show  by  authority  that  the 
most  dominant  influence  of  all  relations  is  that  of  the  husband  over 
his  wife.  From  the  proud  and  untutored  savage  to  the  cultured  and 
refined  Anglo-American,  the  wife  is  affectionately  anxious  to  please 
her  husband.  This  is  first  in  her  heart,  whether  she  be  in  the  menial 
service  of  a  rude  hut,  or  in  daily  toil  for  support  of  her  family,  or 
in  charge  of  an  elegant  mansion.  When  he  commands,  she  obeys; 
when  he  i)ersuades,  she  yields  ;  when  he  gently  hints  a  wish,  she 
grants.  When  treated  almost  as  a  servant  —  when  governed  and 
corrected  as  a  child,  as  did  our  sturdy  ancestors  —  or  when  confided 
in  as  a  companion  and  equal,  her  will  is  subdued  to  her  lord.  True, 
there  are  exceptional  women,  whose  nature  is  unaffected  by  marriage, 
who  cannot  yield  or  bend,  and,  as  wives,  would  not  be  happy,  save 
with  effeminate  husbands;  bnt  these  are  not  so  numerous  as  to  cloud 
perception  of  the  mental  and  moral  differences  of  the  sexes.  The 
common-law  rights  and  disabilities,  consequent  on  marriage,  grew 
out  of  these  differences,  and  the  husband's  power  and  influence  dis- 
tinctly appear.  •*  By  marriage,  the  husband  and  wife  are  one  person 
in  law;  that  is,  the  very  being  or  legal  existence  of  the  woman  is 
suspended  during  the  marriage,  or  at  least  is  incorporated  and  con- 
solidat^ed  into  that  of  the  husband  ;  under  whose  wing,  protection 
and  cover,  she  performs  every  thing;  and  is,  therefore,  called  in 
our  law-french  a  fenie  covert y  fmmhm  viro  co-operta;  is  said  to  be 
covert-baron,  or  under  the  protection  and  influence  of  her  husband, 
her  baron,  or  lord;  and  her  condition  during  her  marriage  is  called 
her  coverture,'^  One  of  the  reasons  for  suspension  of  her  legal  exist- 
ence is  said  to  be  **  for  her  own  security  in  guarding  her  against  her 
husband's  influence  over  her  by  disabling  her  from  disposingof  her 
own  property."  The  disability  to  dispose  of  her  own  property,  of 
course,  related  to  her  land,  which  she  or  her  heir  could  hold  and 
enjoy  after  the  end  of  her  husband's  estate  therein.  By  marriage 
he  became  entitled  to  all  his  wife's  personalty  and  the  use  of  her 
lands.  Under  advancing  culture  and  civilization,  modern  legisla- 
tion has  materially  changed  the  common  law  respecting  the  rights 
and  disabilities  incident  to  the  marriage  relation.  In  Pennsylvania, 
the  wife  may  hold  and  enjoy  her  own  property,  and  easy  modes  are 
provided  for  her  disposal  of  it     But  the  unity  of  person  remains. 
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resting  ou  a  foundation  older  than  the  common  law,  and  the  hus- 
band's influence  over  his  wife,  so  strongly  expressed  by  the  common- 
law  writers,  will  end  only  with  the  marriage  relation  itself.  The 
unfeeling  greed,  that,  in  a  less  refined  age,  transferred  all  the  wife's 
pergonal  property  and  the  use  of  her  real  estate  to  her  husband,  is 
not  entirely  extinct.  Many  a  husband,  in  all  sincerity,  believes  the 
common-law  rule  better  than  the  statute,  for  the  former  accords 
with  his  avarice.  Such  an  one,  as  well  as  one  who  cares  not  for 
right,  is  inclined  to  get  control  of  his  wife's  property;  and  to  that 
end,  if  she  does  not  readily  and  quickly  yield,  will  subject  her  to 
like  importunities  as  sent  Martha  Darlington  weeping  and  asking 
advice;  yet,  in  a  little  time,  against  the  advice,  compelled  her  to 
make  a  deed,  acknowledged  in  due  form,  vesting  her  estate  in  her 
her  husband.  Surely  if  anywhere  the  rule  that  he  who  bargains  in  a 
matter  of  advantage  with  a  person,  placing  a  confidence  in  him,  is 
bound  to  show  that  a  reasonable  use  has  been  made  of  that  con- 
fidence, and  that  the  arrangement  is  fair  and  conscientious,  should 
be  applied  in  a  case  where  the  wife  conveyed  her  property  to  her 
husband. 

In  Weeks  v.  Haas,  3  W.  &  S.  520;  Gibson,  C.  J.,  said,  in  speaking 
of  husband  and  wife:  "Her  dependence  on  him  is  more  entire  than 
the  dependence  incident  to  any  other  of  the  domestic  relations;  and 
the  law  relaxes  its  grasp  on  no  means  within  its  power  to  prevent  him 
from  misusing  it.  When  it  is  her  purpose  to  give  him  her  land,  the 
accomplishment  of  it  by  means  of  a  conveyance  to  a  convenient  friend 
cannot  be  prevented,  yet  the  step  is  so  obviously  tiie  consequence  of 
the  husband's  avarice,  that  it  is  seldom  to  bo  commended."  When 
it  is  truly  her  purpose  to  give  him  her  land  it  ought  not  to  be  pre- 
vented. But  in  determining  if  that  was  her  purpose,  when  the  step 
is  obviously  the  consequence  of  her  husband's  avarice,  will  a  rule  of 
proof  be  adopted  less  favorable  to  her  than  to  a  client  who  dealt  with 
his  attorney,  or  to  a  principal  who  dealt  with  his  agent?  Ought 
not  the  rule  to  be  more  strictly  adhered  to  as  the  relation  is  closer 
and  more  confidential  ?  or  as  the  one  party  is  stronger  and  the 
other  weaker  ? 

The  same  great  judge  said,  in  Waison  v.  Mercer,  6  S.  &  R.  49: 
"The  subordinate  and  dependent  condition  of  the  wife  opens  to 
the  husband  such  an  unbounded  field  to  practice  on  her  natural 
timidity,  or  to  abuse  a  confidence,  never  sparingly  reposed  in  re- 
turn for  even  occasional  and  insidious  kindness,  that  there  is  noth- 
Vol.  XXVir      02 
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ing,  however  unreasonable  or  unjust,  to  which  he  cannot  procure 
her  consent.  The  policy  of  the  law  should  be,  as  far  as  possible, 
to  narrow,  rather  than  to  widen  the  field  of  this  controlling  influ- 
ence. *  *  ♦  Where  the  conveyance  is  to  a  trustee,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  an  immediate  reconveyance  to  the  husband,  what  honest 
mind  would  feel  regret,  that  in  the  hurry  of  accomplishment  some 
circumstance,  merely  formal,  was  omitted,  by  which  the  wife  and 
her  family  were  re8cued  from  his  rapacity  ?  The  very  circumstan- 
ces of  a  reconveyance  ought  to  be  satisfactory  evidence  of  fraud  by 
undue  influence  ;  and  although  I  do  not  know  that  a  chancellor 
would  set  aside  the  wife's  deed  on  the  same  ground  on  which  he 
interferes  to  defeat  an  advantage  gained  by  a  parent  or  guardian, 
while  their  influence  over  the  child  or  ward  is  supposed  to  continue, 
still  it  ought  to  induce  a  court  to  lay  hold  of  the  slightest  extrinsic 
circumstance  to  effect  the  same  purpose."  This  dictum,  uttered 
half  a  century  ago  in  an  ejectment,  where  the  parties  stood  in  like 
relation  as  in  the  pending  case,  and  where  the  deed  was  held  void 
for  defective  certificate  of  the  wife's  acknowledgment,  shows  that 
the  judicial  mind,  observing  the  fruits  of  the  act  of  1770,  was 
aroused  to  the  importance  of  applying  the  rules  relative  to  persons 
holding  confidential  relations,  to  transactions  between  husband  and 
wife.  So  long  as  their  common-law  rights  and  disabilities  were 
unaffected  by  statute,  there  could  hardly  have  been  occasion  for 
application  of  those  rules  to  them  ;  but  when  statutes  secure  to 
married  women  their  i)roperty,  with  right  of  itsenjojrment  and  dis- 
posal, occasions  arise  when  they  need  and  ought  to  have  the  full 
benefit  of  rules  established  for  the  protection  of  persons,  whose  re- 
lations to  others  give  the  latter  the  power  and  means  of  exerting 
an  undue  influen(;e  over  the  former.  The  conveyance  of  a  wife's 
estate  for  her  husband's  use  will  be  held  void,  unless  it  affirma- 
tively appears  from  the  attending  circumstances,  or  otherwise,  that 
it  was  her  voluntary  act  and  not  induced  by  his  undue  influence. 

Coming  to  the  facts  of  this  ease:  In  1841,  Joshua  Darlington, 
aged  forty-four  years,  a  widower  with  five  children,  married  Martha 
T.  Haines,  aged  thirty-six  years.  Her  father  died  in  1811,  leaving 
no  widow  and  no  other  child.  From  him  she  inherited  the  lands 
described  in  bill,  except  a  small  lot  she  purchased  before  her  mar- 
riage. She  had  considerable  personalty  when  married,  and  her 
husband  lost  no  time  in  reducing  it  into  his  possession,  making  it 
absolutely  lu&  own.    In  about  two  months  after  their  marriage,  by 
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procurement  of  the  husbaud,  deeds  were  prepared,  one  of  which  he 
and  his  wife  executed,  for  a  nominal  consideration,  conveying  all 
her  land  to  John  H.  Brinton,  reserving  to  her  a  life  estate  ;  and, 
immediately,  Brinton  conveyed  the  same  land  to  Joshua  Darling- 
ton. These  deeds  he  kept  secret  from  her  friends  till  1868.  He 
sold  a  lot  in  1863  for  $1,000,  which  he  received,  and  at  that  time 
took  conasel  to  enable  him  and  his  wife  to  convey,  without  reveal- 
ing the  deeds  executed  in  1841.  It  is  probable  as  a  fact  as  well  as  a 
legal  presumption,  that  she  knew  the  contents  of  the  deed  to  Brinton, 
No  act  w?,s  done  or  omitted  to  vitiate  the  acknowledgment.  It  seems 
she  was  not  too  imbecile  to  make  a  contract,  but  was  dull  of  hear- 
ing, defective  in  speech,  of  infirm  health,  and  mentally  weak.  Her 
husband  rarely  permitted  her  to  make  purchases,  which  act  is  ex- 
cused by  his  having  absorbed  all  her  personal  estate  ;  and,  from 
the  day  of  his  marriage,  doing  nothing  but  practicing  economy  so 
as  to  live  on  the  income  of  the  property  derived  from  his  wife.  The 
master  says  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  exerted  undue  influ- 
ence over  his  wife  to  induce  her  to  convey  the  land.  The  master 
thinks  that  in  going  to  her  neighbors,  crying,  complaining  that 
her  husband  had  got  all  her  money  and  wanted  her  to  give  him  the 
land,  and  asking  advice,  and  saying  she  would  never  give  it  to  him, 
**  only  proves  that  the  subject  was  fully  considered  by  her,  and  that 
she  had  opportunity  of  consulting  with  her  friends,  that  she  solic- 
ited their  advice,  and  that  she  had  resolved  at  that  time  not  to 
yield  to  her  husband."  Without  specially  noting  the  inferences  of 
the  master,  it  is  enough  that  there  is  no  affirmative  evidence  that 
it  was  the  purpose  of  that  woman,  free  from 'her  husband's  undue 
influence,  to  give  him  the  land,  nor  that  his  conduct  was  fair  and 
conscionable.  On  the  contrary,  a  weak-minded  woman,  having  no 
near  relations,  soon  after  her  marriage,  is  brought  into  the  pres- 
ence of  her  husband's  attorney,  and  of  his  convenient  friend,  and 
of  a  magistrate  ;  was  there  a  very  short  time,  but  long  enough  to 
reluctantly  convey  the  legal  title  of  her  land  to  her  husband,  and 
there  is  not  a  word  in  support  of  its  fairness  but  the  magistrate's 
certificate.  What  is  that  certificate  worth,  under  the  circumstan- 
ces ?  As  evidence,  it  has  just  the  value  of  a  declaration  made  in 
presence  of  her  husband's  friend,  also  of  his  attorney,  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  deed.  That  deed,  acknowledged  in  due 
form  by  the  wife,  is  as  open  to  avoidance  for  actual  or  constructive 
fraud  of  her  husband,  as  would  be  the  deed  of  a  client,  duly  ac- 
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knowledged^  for  like  cause  done  by  his  attorney     This  is  too  plain 
for  question. 

Here  there  are  no  innocent  purchasers.  The  plaintiff  is  the  heir 
of  Martha  T.  Darlington.  The  defendants  stand  in  the  shoes  of 
their  ancestor.  They  have  the  bare  legal  title,  but  the  equitable 
title  is  in  the  plaintiff. 

[Omitting  other  considerations.] 

The  plaintiff  is  entiled  to  a  decree  against  all  the  defendants. 

Judgment  reversetL 
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POOLBT  V.  WHmCOBX. 

00  Heisk.  6».) 

Parinenhip  —  nan-c(Mnm&rcial  ^negatiaSble  papt/f. 

A  member  of  a  pablishing  partnership  executed  his  note  for  his  indlvldiill 
debt  and  indorsed  it  in  the  firm  name  to  a  bonaflde  holder.  HM,  that  th« 
firm  were  not  prima  facie  liable  upon  it .♦ 

ACTION  on  pA>mi8sor7  notes.    The  opinion  states  the  &ots* 
The  opinion  of  the  first  hearing  is  omitted. 

Smith  dk  KittredgBy  for  plaintiffs. 
Vance  dk  Anderson,  for  defendant. 

BuBTON,  J.  Pooley^  Barnum  &  Go.  sned  Edwin  Whitmore  ft 
Co.  on  two  promissory  notes  of  $185  each,  made  by  W.  A,  Whit- 
more, payable  at  six  and  nine  months  respectiyely,  to  the  order  of 
**  Whitmore  Bros./'  and  indorsed  in  that  name.  Whitmore  Bros., 
a  firm  composed  of  Edwin  Whitmore  and  the  said  W.  A.  Whit- 
more,  were  partners  in  publishing  the  "  Public  Ledger  '*  newspaper 

•BeeamOftT.  Sloan  (B7  Wis.  «5),  19  Am.  Beo  1W. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


734  TENNESSEE, 


Pooley  V.  Whitiuore. 


in  the  city  of  Memphis,  and  also  conducted  a  general  job  printing 
office  in  that  city.  The  notes  in  suit,  however,  were  drawn  and 
indorsed  by  W.  A.  Whitmorc  in  discharge  of  a  private  debt  that  he 
owod  to  one  Cannon.  Edwin  Whitmore  is  the  surviving  partner 
of  the  Mrni  and  puts  in  a  special  plea  of  7ion  est  factum,  and  insists 
that  the  firm  is  not  bound  to  pay,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  a 
partnershij)  debt  Defendants  in  error  reply  that  they  are  bonj.Jide 
purchasers,  for  value,  of  the  note  in  due  course  of  trade,  und 
therefore  are  entitled  to  recover,  notwithstanding  the  wron^  or 
fraud  of  W.  A.  Whitmore  in  using  the  partnership  name  in  a  per- 
sonal transaction. 

The  court  below  instructed  the  jury  that  "as  a  general  rule,  one 
partner  is  not  liable  for  the  act  of  another  partner  not  within  the 
scope  of  the  partnership  business.  That  if  one  partner  sign  a 
promissory  note  or  other  negotiable  paper  in  the  firm  name,  with- 
out the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  other  partner,  and  for  a  mat- 
ter not  within  the  scope  of  the  partnership  business,  the  other 
prrtner  will  not  be  liable  unless  he  ratify  the  act  or  unless  the 
paper  gets  into  the  hands  of  some  purchaser  before  maturity,  who 
had  no  knowledge  or  notice  of  the  consideration  between  the  orig- 
inal parties,  and  who  paid  a  valuable  consideration  for  the  paper. 
That  such  a  person  would  be  an  innocent  holder  for  value,  and 
without  notice/' 

The  above  instructions  are  not  accurate  without  important  quali- 
fications, and  were  certainly  calculated,  as  we  think,  to  mislead  the 
jury,  in  view  of  the  facts  of  this  case. 

Every  member  of  an  ordinary  partnership  is*  its  general  agent 
for  the  transaction  of  its  business  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  the 
firm  is  held  responsible  for  whatever  is  done  by  any  of  its  partners 
when  acting  for  the  firm,  within  the  limits  of  the  authority  con- 
ferred by  the  nature  of  the  business  it  carries  on .  Every  person 
is  entitled  to  assume  that  each  partner  is  empowered  to  do  for  the 
firm  whatever  is  necessary  for  the  transaction  of  its  business,  in 
the  way  in  which  that  business  is  ordinarily  carried  on  by  other 
people.-  But  no  person  is  entitled  to  assume  that  any  partner  has 
a  more  extensive  authority  than  that  above  described  It  will  be 
observed  that  what  is  necessary  to  cany  on  the  partnership  busi- 
ness in  the  ordinai*y  way  is  made  the  test  of  an  authority  when  no 
actual  authority  or  ratification  can  be  proved.  This  is  conform- 
able to  the  most  recent  and  carefully  considered  decisions,  but  by 
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adopting  it,  the  liability  of  a  firm  for  the  acts  of  its  copartners  is 
not  so  extensive  as  now,  lawyers  sometimes  imagine. 

The  question  whether  a  given  act  can  or  cannot  be  necessary  to 
the  transaction  of  the  business  in  the  way  in  which  it  is  usually 
carried  on  must  evidently  be  determined  by  the  nature  of  the  busi- 
ness, and  by  the  practice  of  persons  engaged  in  it.  Evidence  on 
both  of  these  points  is  necessarily  admissible,  and  as  readily 
may  be  conceived,  an  act  which  is  necessary  for  the  prosecution  of 
one  kind  of  business  may  be  wholly  unnecessary  for  the  carrying 
on  of  another  in  the  ordinary  way,  consequently  no  answer  of  any 
value  can  be  given  to  the  abstract  question  :  can  one  partner  bind 
his  firm  by  such  an  act  ?  unless  having  regard  to  what  is  usual  in 
business,  it  can  be  predicated  of  the  act  in  question,  either  that  it 
is  one  without  which  no  business  can  be  carried  on,  or  that  it  is 
one  which  is  not  necessary  for  carrying  on  any  business  whatever. 
There  are  obviously  very  few  acts  of  which  such  an  affirmation  can 
be  truly  made.  The  great  majority  of  acts  which  give  rise  to 
doubt  are  those  which  are  necessary  in  one  business,  and  not#n 
another.  Take  for  example,  negotiable  instruments.  It  may  be 
necessary  for  one  member  of  a  firm  of  bankers  to  draw,  accept  or 
indorse  a  bill  of  exchange  on  behalf  of  the  firm,  and  to  require 
that  each  member  should  put  his  name  to  it  would  be  ridiculous  ; 
but  it  by  no  means  follows,  nor  is  it  in  fact  true,  that  there  is  any 
necessity  for  one  of  several  solicitors  to  possess  a  similar  power, for 
it  is  no  part  of  the  ordinary  business  of  a  solicitor  to  draw,  accept 
or  indorse  bills  of  exchange.  The  (question,  therefore,  can  one 
partner  bind  the  firm  by  accepting  bills  in  its  name,  admits  of  no 
general  answer.  The  nature  of  the  business  and  the  practice  of 
those  who  carry  it  on  (usage  or  custom  of  the  trade)  must  be 
known  before  any  answer  can  be  given.  Lindley  on  Partnership, 
198.  It  is  further  said  by  the  same  author,  '^  It  is  clearly  settled 
that  any  member  of  an  ordinary  trading  partnership  can  bind 
the  firm  by  drawing,  accepting  or  indorsing  bills  of  exchange,  or 
by  making  and  indorsing  promissory  notes  in  its  name.  But 
with  re'spect  to  partnerships  which  are  not  trading  partnerships, 
the  question,  whether  one  partner  has  any  implied  authority  to 
bind  his  copartners  by  putting  the  name  of  the  firm  to  a  negotia- 
able  instrument,  depends  upon  whether  the  business  of  the  part- 
nership is  such  that  dealings  in  negotiable  instruments  are  neces- 
sary for  its  transaction,  or  are  usual  in  partnerships  of  the  same 
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description.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  showing  necessity  or 
usage,  the  power  has  been  denied  to  one  of  several  mining  adven- 
tures, quarry  workers,  farmers  and  solicitors."     Id.  213-14. 

The  foregoing  principles,  as  we  think,  have  been  fully  recognized 
by  this  court  in  Crosthtvaite  v.  Ross,  1  Hum.  23,  where  the  distinc- 
tion between  partners  in  trade  and  partners  in  occupation  or 
employment  is  taken,  and  the  power  of  the  former  class  to  bind 
the  firm  by  drawing  or  indorsing  notes  and  bills,  is  sustained, 
while  it  is  denied  to  the  latter  class.  It  is  there  held  that  one 
partner  in  the  practice  of  physic  could  not  bind  the  firm  by  draw- 
ing a  bill  or  making  a  note  on  which  to  raise  money,  because  it 
was  not  within  the  scope  of  their  partnership  and  it  was  distinctly 
holden  that  the  power  to  raise  money  was  not  one  of  the  implied 
powers  resulting  from  such  an  association.  By  recuiTing  to  the 
instinictions  given  by  the  court  below  in  this  case,  it  will  be  seen 
that  this  important  distinction  between  strictly  commercial  or 
trading  partnerships,  and  partners  inoccupation  is  entirely  ignored, 
H||^  we  think  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to  point  out  the  distinc- 
tion, tor  prima  facie  it  cannot  be  said  that  one  partner  in  a  print- 
ing office  would  have  the  implied  power  to  bind  the  firm,  by  draw- 
ing or  indorsing  a  note.  In  this  case,  to  be  sure,  there  was  some 
evidence  of  the  usage  of  this  firm  to  deal  in  commercial  paper,  but 
there  was  also  evidence  tending  to  the  contrary  conclusion.  The 
consequence  of  this  distinction  between  trading  and  non- trading 
partnerships  is  very  important  in  reference  to  the  main  defense  to 
he  relied  upon  in  this  case.  If  a  partner  in  a  banking  firm,  for 
instance,  should  indorse  a  bill  or  note  for  his  private  debt,  and  it 
should  get  into  the  hands  of  a  hoimfide  holder  without  notice,  his 
firm  would  he  bound  by  it.  The  indorsing  or  making  such  paper, 
being  the  usual  mode  of  conducting  that  business,  the  public  have 
a  right  to  suppose  that  each  partner  is  empowered  to  accept  or 
indorse  for  the  firm,  and  arc  not  bound  to  inquire  whether  in  a 
given  instance  the  act  was  done  with  the  assent  of  his  copartners. 
But  not  so  with  a  partnership  in  occupation  merely,  whose  busi- 
ness does  not  ordinarily  require  dealing  in  commercial  paper.  One 
wlio  becomes  a  member  of  such  a  firm  does  not  confer  implied 
power  on  his  copartners  to  bind  him  by  dealing  in  bills  or  note^. 
He  is  not  clothed  with  apparent  power  so  to  bind  his  firm,  and  no 
person  dealing  with  the  firm  has  the  right  to  sup}M)se  that  the  pow- 
ers  of  one   member  are  more  extensive  than  is  implied  by  the 
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ordinary  mode  of  conducting  such  business.  If  fcwo  persons  are 
associated  in  the  practice  of  law  and  one  of  them,  without  or 
against  the  consent  of  the  other,  should  indorse  a  note  or  bill  for 
his  private  purpose,  no  one  buying  such  bill  could  succeed  on  the 
plea  that  he  was  a  bo^iafide  holder  without  notice.  For  the  reason 
that  by  forming  such  an  association  the  several  partners  do  not 
hold  each  other  out  to  the  world  as  empowered  to  use  their  names 
as  makers  or  indorsers  of  negotiable  paper. 

3.  The  rules,  in  regard  to  notice  to  a  purchaser,  are  very  accu- 
rately laid  down  in  our  own  cases,  digested  in  Heiskell,  and  contain 
a  much  more  accurate  statement  of  the  law  upon  the  subject  than 
is  contained  in  this  charge,  and  one  much  more  applicable  to  the 
facts  of  the  case. 

Our  conclusion  is,  that  the  charge  of  the  court  in  reference  to 
the  facts  of  this  case,  if  it  does  not  amount  to  a  positive  misstate- 
ment of  the  law,  was  calculated  to* mislead  the  jury,  and  that  the 
appellant  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial,  although  he  failed  to  ask  further 
instructions  to  the  jury. 

On  hearing  this  cause  at  a  former  term,  the  court  decided  to 
grant  a  new  trial,  and  it  is  now  before  us  on  application  to  recon- 
sider the  conclusion  at  which  the  court  then  arrived. 

On  a  reconsideration  of  the  case,  we  adhere  to  our  former  opin- 
ion, and  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  Municipal  Court,  and  remand 
the  cause  for  a  new  trial  in  accordance  with  the  principles 
herein  announced. 


BOGABT  V.  MoOlUKO. 

(11  Heiak.  106.) 

NegaUatHe  paper — revival  of  liability  of  dieeharged  indorwer. 

An  indoreer,  whose  liability  has  not  been  fixed  by  notice,  and  who,  with 
knowledge  thereof,  subseqaently  either  acknowledges  his  liability  or  prom* 
ises  to  pay  the  note,  is  bound  by  sach  recogDition. 


B 


ILL  m  chancery.      The  opinion  sufficienUy  states  the  point. 
Complainant  had  judgment. 
Vol.  XXVIL—  93 
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Brown  £  Hicks,  for  complainant 
Webb  (6  Taylor,  for  defendant 

Deaderick,  J.  [After  stating  pleadings  and  facts.]  The  lia- 
bility of  respondent  as  an  indorser  could  only  be  fixed  by  demand 
and  protest  of  the  note  and  notice  of  non-payment.  This 
is  a  rule  of  law  established  for  the  benefit  of  indorsers,  and 
must  be  complied  with  to  fix  their  liability,  unless  it  has  been  dis 
tinctly  and  understandingly  waived. 

In  1  Parsons  on  Notes  and  Bills,  595,  it  is  said,,  "although  there 
is  great  flucUiation  and  uncertainty  in  the  cases  connected  with 
this  subject,  yet  the  general  principle  seems  now  to  be  settled,  in 
this  country  at  least,  and  the  earlier  decisions  in  England,  that 
where  no  demand  has  been  made  or  notice  given,  a  promise  to  pay 
after  maturity,  made  with  full  knowledge  of  laches,  is  binding  on 
the  party  promising,  and  removes  entirely  the  effect  of  any  negli- 
gence in  making  the  demand  or  in  giving  the  notice." 

There  should,  however,  be  clear  and  distinct  evidence  of  the 
promise. 

When  the  indorser  of  a  note  said  to  plaintiff's  agent  that  **  in  a 
few  days  lie  would  see  the  agent  and  and  arrange  the  note  ";  when 
the  indorser  said,  '*when  he  returned  he  would  set  matters  to 
rights";  and  ''an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  with  a  promise  to 
send  funds  to  take  up  a  bill,"  and  "  a  request  for  delay  and  prom- 
ise to  pay  in  a  few  days,"  are  cases,  with  others  given  by  the  learned 
author,  in  which  the  promise  was  sufficiently  made  out    Id.  596-7. 

So  also  in  Edwards  on  Bills  and  Notes,  p.  611,  it  is  stated  ^^  that 
on  proof  of  a  promise  to  pay  by  an  indorser,  with  knowledge  that 
he  was  not  liable  on  the  bill,  the  holder  may  recover  —  not  upon 
the  ground  that  the  indorser  is  bound  by  the  promise  as  a  matter 
of  contract,  for  it  wants  consideration,  but  on  the  ground  that  a 
promise  amounts  to  a  waiver  of  the  objection  that  the  proper  steps 
have  not  been  taken  to  charge  the  indorser." 

If,  after  the  dishonor  of  a  bill,  the  drawer  distinctly  promises  to 
pay,  that  is  evidence  from  which  it  may  be  inferred  he  has  received 
notice  of  the  dishonor.     Id.  612,  n.  p.  652. 

Admitted  laches  can  only  be  waived  by  an  nneqaiyooal  and  direct 
promise  to  pay,  made  with  fall  knowledge  of  the  facts  and  ciroam- 
stances,  or  by  condnct  and  langnug^  which  aie  eqaiTaknt  to  m 
direct  promise.    Id.  614. 
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In  Durham  v.  Price,  5  Yerg.  300,  the  court  charged  the  jury, 
*'  if  the  indorser  had  promised  to  pay  the  note  with  knowledge 
that  no  demand  was  made  of  maker  and  no  notice  given  to  the 
indorser,  they  should  find  for  the  plaintiff."  This  court  held  the 
charge  correct,  saying  "  the  express  promise  to  pay  is  suflBcient  to 
dispense  with  proof  of  notice." 

In  Martin  v.  Ewing,  2  Humph.  561,  Judge  Turlet  says  j 
"  The  law  is,  that  a  neglect  to  give  notice  of  the  non-payment  of  a 
bill  or  note  may  be  waived  by  the  person  entitled  to  take  advant- 
age of  it ;  that  the  payment  of  a  part,  or  promise  to  pay,  or  any 
thing  equivalent  thereto,  made  by  a  person  after  a  knowledge  of  the 
laches,  amounts  to  a  waiver  of  the  consequences  and  admits  the 
right  of  action.  The  effect  of  the  promise  to  pay  has  been  held  to 
be  not  merely  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  object  to  the  laches,  but  to 
be  an  admission  that  the  bill  or  note  had  been  regularly  presented 
and  dishonored,  and  that  due  notice  had  been  given."  Citing 
Chitty  on  Bills,  533. 

The  learned  judge  then  concludes  by  declaring:  "  If  a  man,  as 
drawer  or  indorser  of  a  note  or  bill  of  exchange,  with  the  knowledge 
that  proper  steps  have  not  been  taken  to  charge  him,  promises  to 
pay,  he  is  bound  thereby,  and  may  be  declared  against  as  a  drawer 
or  indorser,  whose  liability  has  been  legally  fixed,  because  the 
promise  is  held  to  be  an  admission  that  the  requisites  of  the  law 
have  been  complied  with,  which  he  will  not  be  permitted  afterward 
to  controvert.  But  if  he  promise  to  pay  without  a  knowledge  of 
the  facts  which  discharge  him,  he  is  not  bound  thereby,  and  may 
make  his  defense." 

In  the  case  of  Spurlock  v.  The  Union  Bank,  4  Humph.  336,  Spur- 
lock  was  sued  as  an  indorser  of  a  bill  which  was  dishonored,  but  of 
which  he  had  no  notice.  He  paid  $140  on  the  bill,  and  admitted 
his  liability  to  pay  it.  Judge  Tubley  says  the  law  is  well  settled 
by  our  courts  and  by  foreign  courts:  **  Let  it  suffice  that  it  is  held 
that  if  an  indorser,  with  full  and  complete  knowledge  of  his  dis- 
charge, promise  to  pay,  he  shall  be  held  to  his  promise.  But  this 
shall  not  be  done  if  the  promise  be  made  under  a  mistake  or  mis- 
apprehension of  the  facts,  or  as  to  the  law  of  his  liability  upon 
them."  No  express  promise  to  pay  is  proved,  nor  does  it  appear 
that  Spurlock  had  knowledge  that  he  was  not  liable  on  the  bill. 
For  this  latter  reason  the  judgment  against  Spurlock  was  reversed.^ 

This  case  does  not  hold  that  an  acknowledgment  of  the  liability 
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and  promise  to  pay,  with  knowledge  of  discharge,  are  necessary, 
but  distinctly  re-affirms  the  doctrine  of  former  cases  —  that  the 
promise  alone,  with  knowledge,  etc.,  operates  as  a  waiver.  But  the 
acknowledgment  is  treated  in  the  opinion  as  equivalent  to  the 
promise  to  pay.    . 

The  cases  in  Tennessee  may  be  thus  far  considered  as  uniform  in 
holding  that  a  promise  to  pay,  with  full  knowledge  of  his  discharge, 
will  bind  an  indorser,  not  upon  the  ground  that  the  promise  is  a 
new  contract  based  upon  the  old  consideration,  but  because  the 
promise  is  held  to  be  an  admission  that  the  bill  or  note  had  been 
regularly  presented  and  dishonored,  and  that  due  notice  thereof 
had  been  given.  Other  authorities  hold  the  promise  binding  on 
the  ground  that  the  original  debt  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
sustain  it.  3  Kent,  113,  note  a.  Nor  is  it  intimated  in  any  of  the 
cases  which  have  been  herein  before  cited  of  our  own  courts,  nor 
in  Parsons  or  Edwards  on  Bills  and  Notes,  that  in  addition  to  the 
promise  of  the  indorser  there  should  be  proof  of  an  express  admis- 
sion of  liability  on  the  bill,  in  order  to  hold  the  indorser  liable. 

The  question  again  came  before  this  court  in  a  case  reported  in 
2  Head,  58,  of  GoUaday,  Cheatham  £  Co.  v.  The  Union  Bank,  as 
drawers  of  a  bill  of  exchange.  The  defense  was,  failure  of  notice 
of  demand  and  refusal  to  pay.  One  of  the  firm  wrote  a  letter  to 
the  bank,  acknowledging  their  indebtedness  and  promising  to  pay. 
The  court  charged  the  jury,  that  if  they  believed  the  letter  applied 
to  the  debt  sued  on,  it  would  be  a  waiver  of  notice,  and  a  promise 
to  pay  the  debt  notwithstanding  there  had  been  no  notice;  that, 
although  the  letter  specified  no  particular  debt  as  being  due  from 
defendants  to  plaintiff,  in  tlie  absence  of  proof  of  the  existence  of 
any  other  debt,  it  might  bo  presumed  to  apply  to  this  debt.  Judge 
Caruthers,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  this  court,  said  that  the 
charge  of  the  circuit  judge  was  **  right  throughout,  with  the 
exception  of  the  important  qualification  that  an  acknowledgment 
of  the  debt  and  promise  to  pay  it,  in  order  to  amount  to  a  waiver  of 
demand  or  notice,  must  be  made  with  a  knowledge  of  his  discharge 
at  the  time."  Citing  Add.  on  Cont.  998;  3  Kent,  113;  4  Humph. 
336.  And  adds  that  the  full  knowledge  of  his  discharge  is  indis- 
pensable to  the  binding  effect  of  such  a  promise. 

It  has  already  been  shown  that  the  case  in  4  Humph,  does  not 
require  that  there  should  be  a  promise  and  acknowledgment  both. 
On  the  contrary,  in  that  case  there  was  no  proof  of  a  prombe  to 
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pay,  but  proof  of  an  admission  or  acknowledgment  of  liis  liability, 
which  the  learned  judge  delivering  the  opinion  assumes  to  be,  und 
treats  as  equivalent  to,  a  promise  to  pay.  Judge  Turley  had 
previously  held  that  a  payment  of  part,  or  promise  to  pay,  or  any 
thing  equivalent  thereto,  after  knowledge  of  laches,  amounts  to  a 
waiver.     2  Humph.  561. 

Nor  does  the  authority  in  3  Kent,  113,  support  the  proposition  that 
both  the  acknowledgment  of  liability  and  promise  to  pay,  with 
knowledge,  etc.,  are  necessary  to  constitute  a  waiver;  but  states 
that  the  promise  to  pay,  with  knowledge  of  discharge,  will  bind 
the  party  making  the  admission. 

While,  therefore,  in  the  case  in  2  Head  there  was  both  an  acknowl- 
edgment and  promise,  it  is  not  held  that  both  are  necessary,  there 
being  no  question  made  upon  such  necessity,  but  the  point  in  judg- 
ment was  that  the  court  had  omitted  to  say,  "if  the  defendant  had 
fuH  knowledge  of  his  discharge,"  and  for  this  omission  the  case 
was  reversed;  and  the  authorities  cited  by  the  learned  judge  do 
not  warrant  the  construction  sought  to  be  placed  upon  his  opinion. 
It  does  not  hold,  and  did  not  intend  to  adjudicate,  that  both 
acknowledgment  of  liability  and  promise  to  pay  were  necessary  to 
constitute  a  waiver. 

In  the  case  of  Ford  v.  DaUatiiy  3  Cold.  67,  the  circuit  judge  had 
charged  the  jury  that  they  might  infer  '*  from  a  subsequent  prom- 
ise to  pay,  or  from  a  subsequent  acknowledgment  of  liability,  or 
from  other  circumstances,  that  defendant  had  due  notice";  ami 
the  court  refused  to  instruct  the  jury,  as  requested  by  defendant, 
that  to  constitute  a  waiver  of  notice  three  things  were  necessary  — 
first,  an  acknowledgment  of  liability;  second,  a  promise  to  pay  the 
debt;  third,  it  must  be  shown  that  such  promise  was  made  witii  a 
knowledge  by  indorser  that  he  was  discharged.  His  Honor  Judge 
Shackelford,  m  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  **Thi8 
court  held  in  4  Humph.  336,  that  there  must  be  an  acknowledgment 
of  the  debt  and  a  promise  to  pay  it  by  the  drawer  or  indorser,  to 
amount  to  a  waiver  of  notice,  and  it  must  be  made  with  a  knowl- 
edge of  his  discharge  at  the  time.  The  principle  was  again  affirmed 
in  2  Head,  64,  and  is  sustained  in  TJiornlon  v.  Wy7in,  12  Wheat 
183." 

We  have  already  shown  that  the  cases  in  4  Humph,  and  2  Head 
do  not  sustain  the  proposition  of  the  concurrence  of  an  acknowl- 
edgment  of  liability  and  a  promise  to  pay;  while  in  the  case  in  12 
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Wheat  it  is  declared  that  "it  is  well  settled  as  a  principle  of  the 
law  merchant  that  an  unconditional  promise  by  the  drawer  or 
indorser  of  a  bill  to  pay  it,  after  full  knowledge  of  all  the  circum- 
stances necessary  to  apprise  him  of  his  discharge  from  his  respon- 
sibility by  the  laches  of  the  holder,  amounts  to  waiver  and  dispen- 
ses with  proof  of  demand,"  etc. 

Although  the  learned  judge,  in  the  case  in  3  Col.,  said  that  the 
circuit  judge  erred  in  refusing  the  instructions  asked  by  defendant's 
counsel,  yet  it  is  obvious  from  the  opinion,  and  from  the  authori- 
ties cited,  that  the  failure  to  show  that  the  drawer  had  knowledge 
of  his  discharge  when  he  made  the  promise  was  the  chief  ground 
upon  which  the  judgment  was  properly  reversed. 

Upon  a  careful  review  of  the  cases,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
sound  and  safe  rule  has  been  stated  in  the  cases  in  2  and  4  Humph, 
and  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  formal  acknowledgment  of  lia- 
bility should  be  superadded  to  the  promise  to  pay,  to  constitute  a 
waiver  of  notice,  when  the  proof  shows  full  knowledge  of  discharge 
at  the  time  the  promise  or  acknowledgment  is  made  by  the  drawer 
or  indorser. 

[Omitting  question  of  fact] 

The  result  is  that  the  decree  of  the  Chancellor  will  be  affirmed. 


Barry  v.  Jones. 

(11  Heiflk.  206.) 

Partnership  —  surviving  partner  as  rec€if>er — eompensoHon, 

A  Burviving  partner,  appointed  receiver  of  the  partnersUip  afiEairs  at  his  own 
instance,  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  as  snch  receiver. 

BILL,  to  settle  a  partnership,  filed  by  the  personal  representatives 
of  a  deceased  partner. 
The  defendant  was  appointed  receiver  upon  his  own  application, 
and  the  chancellor  allowed  him  $1,000  for  his  services  as  such 
receiver.     From  this  allowance  the  complainants  appealed.     Othei 
questions  arc  omitted. 

Cocke  £  Hendersofiy  for  complainants. 
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McParlakt),  J.  [After  stating  the  case.]  It  is  conceded  that, 
as  a  general  rule,  receivers  are  entitled  to  reasonable  compensation 
for  their  services.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  equally  well  settled 
that  one  partner  cannot  be  allowed  compensation  for  extra  service 
in  behalf  of  the  firm,  either  before  or  after  its  dissolution,  without 
an  express  stipulation  to  that  effect.  Piper  v.  Smith,  1  Head,  93, 
and  authorities  there  cited.  In  a  case  where  the  surviving  partner 
has  been  compelled  to  attend  to  the  settlement  of  a  large  and  com- 
plicated business,  the  rule  may  sometimes  operate  hardly,  but  it  is 
too  well  settled  to  be  now  departed  from.  Shall  we  regard  the 
defendant  as  having  discharged  these  duties  as  receiver  or  as  sur- 
viving partner?  *'  A  receiver  is  an  indifferent  person  between  the 
parties,  appointed  by  the  court  to  receive  the  property  in  question 
pending  the  suit,  where  it  does  not  seem  reasonable  to  the  court 
that  either  party  is  competent  to  do  so,  as  in  the  case  of  an  infant." 
Daniel's  Ch.  Pr.  1406.  He  is  an  officer  of  the  court  and  subject 
to  its  orders.  In  this  cause,  the  property  is  returned  to  the  defend- 
ant, upon  his  executing  a  bond  and  assuming  to  discharge  the 
duties  of  a  receiver.  The  duties  discharged  by  the  defendant  in  the 
settlement  of  the  business  are  no  more  than,  us  surviving  partner, 
he  was  bound  to  do  without  compensation;  and  this, in  his  answer, 
he  claimed  the  right  to  do,  and  this  right  was  allowed  him  upon 
his  executing  bond;  for,  had  the  chancellor  strictly  exercised  the  . 
power  of  appointing  a  receiver,  it  would  have  resulted  in  the 
appointment  of  some  indifferent  person.  It  is  true,  as  receiver,  the 
defendant  had  to  make  his  reports  to  the  court,  but  he  was  allowed, 
without  exception,  his  actual  expenses  for  assistance  in  making  his 
report;  and  these  reports,  so  far  as  his  own  labor  was  concerned, 
were  probably  no  more  than  would  have  been  required  of  him  in 
order  to  exhibit  to  the  complainants,  from  time  to  time,  the  state 
of  the  business,  as  it  would  have  been  his  duty  to  do  had  no  suit 
been  pending,  and  no  more  than  would  have  been  required  of  him 
had  this  suit  been  prosecuted  without  a  receiver.  As  the  bond  he 
gave  only  required  him  to  discharge  faithfully  his  duties  and 
account  for  assets  in  his  hands,  and,  as  we  have  seen  he  was  already 
bound  to  this  as  surviving  partner,  the  fact  that  he  executed  bond 
does  not  control  the  question.  We  think,  as  the  defendant  insisted 
upon  his  right  as  surviving  partner  to  settle  the  business,  he  must 
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be  held  to  have  done  so  under  the  same  rule  applicable  in  other 
cases,  that  is,  without  compensation.  This  exception  should,  there- 
foie,  have  been  sustained.  We  do  not  think  the  case  of  Sykes  v. 
Hastings,  11  Ves.  Jr.,  relied  upon  for  the  defendant,  sustains  his 
proposition. 
[Omitting  an  exception,] 

Exception  sustained. 


Gill  v.  Morbis. 

<11  Hetsk.  614.) 

Principal  and  surety  —  discharge  of  principal, 

A  surety  on  a  promissory  note  may  plead  in  bar  to  an  action  on  the  note  a 
judgment  discharging  the  principal  on  account  of  the  illegality  of  the  note. 

ACTION  on  a  promissory  note.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 
The  defendant  had  judgment 

J.  T.  Shields,  for  plaintiff. 
R,  M,  Barton,  for  defendant. 

NiCHOLSOK,  C.  J.  In  October,  1862,  Gill  loaned  to  W.  S.  Creed 
11,500  in  Confederate  money,  and  took  his  note  therefor,  with  D. 
Morris  and  another  as  sureties.  In  1865,  Gill  attached  the  prop- 
erty of  creed,  as  an  absconding  debtor,  for  the  purpose  of  satisfy- 
ing the  11,500  note.  He  obtained  a  judgment  against  Creed  on 
the  note,  and  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  the  land  attached.  Creed 
appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  in  1866  the  court  held  that 
the  note  was  based  on  an  illegal  consideration,  and  dismissed  the 
bill. 

In  1870,  Gill  commenced  his  action  of  debt  in  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Grainger  county  against  Morris,  on  the  note  for  11,500  made  by 
Creed,  and  signed  by  Morris  as  security.  Morris  relied  on  the 
decree  of  this  court,  adjudging  that  the  consideration  of  the  note 
was  illegal,  as  a  bar  to  any  recovery  against  him  as  a  security  of 
Creed.  The  court  held  that  the  decree  was  a  bar,  and  gave  judg- 
ment for  Morris,  from  which  Gill  has  appealed. 
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It  is  conceded  to  be  the  settled  law,  that  to  make  a  former  judg- 
ment a  bar,  it  must  have  been  a  suit  involving  the  same  cause  of 
action,  between  the  same  parties  or  their  privies,  and  upon  the 
merits.  McKissick  v.  McKinsick,  6  Humph.  75;  Hurst  v.  Means,  2 
Sneed,  546. 

In  the  case  of  Seat  v.  Cannon,  Judge  Turley  thus  states  the 
rule  and  the  reason  of  it:  '*  It  is  a  well-settled  principle  of  law, 
that  no  one  who  is  not  a  party  or  in  the  relation  of  ji  representa- 
tive of  a-  party,  is  estopped  from  inquiry  into  the  merits  of  a 
judgment  by  which  his  rights  are  sought  to  be  affected,  for  the 
plain  common-sense  reason,  that  he  shall  not  bo  judged  with- 
out being  heard."  This  was  said  in  regard  to  the  right  of  a 
security  of  an  administrator  to  resist  a  suit  against  him  on  the 
bond,  after  judgment  had  been  rendered  against  the  administrator, 
his  principal. 

Upon  the  principle  here  laid  down,  it  is  clear  that  if  this  court, 
instead  of  holding  that  the  note  was  void  because  of  illegality  in 
the  consideration,  had  held  that  Confederate  money  was  a  good 
consideration,  and  for  that  reason  had  given  judgment  for  Gill 
against  Creed,  upon  a  subsequent  suit  against  Morris  as  surety  he 
would  not  have  been  precluded,  by  reason  of  the  judgment  against 
his  principal,  from  resisting  a  recovery;  and  this,  in  the  language 
of  Judge  Turley,  "  upon  the  common-sense  reason  that  he  shall 
not  be  judged  without  being  heard." 

But  here  this  court  held  that  the  tiote  was  void  as  against  Creed, 
the  principal,  because  given  on  an  illegal  consideration.  That  hold- 
ing is  to  be  followed  as  the  law  of  that  case,  however  erroneous 
we  now  regard  it.  That  case  was  between  Gill,  the  payee  of  the 
note,  and  Creed,  the  principal  payer.  As  between  them,  the  law 
was  settled  that  Gill  could  have  no  recovery  on  that  note  against 
Creed.  Under  our  law.  Gill  was  not  prevented,  by  reason  of  the 
judgment  in  favor  of  Creed,  from  instituting  another  suit  on  the 
same  note  against  either  of  th^  other  makers  of  the  note.  This 
right  is  expressly  secured  to  him  by  the  statute.  If  he  had  been 
met  by  the  plea  of  res  judicata,  the  answer  tliat  the  former  suit 
was  between  different  parties  would  have  been  conclusive,  unless  it 
could  be  shown  that  Morris  occupied  toward  Creed  the  relation 
of  a  representative  or  privy.  But  by  our  statute  all  joint  obliga- 
tions are  made  joint  and  several,  and  the  obligee  may  sue  all  the 
obligors  jointly,  or  he  may  sue  them  all  successively.  It  follows 
Vol.  XXVII.—  94 
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that  the  relation  of  representative  or  privy  did  not  exist  between 
them^  and,  therefore,  that  the  former  suit  and  the  present  not 
being  between  the  same  parties,  the  former  judgment  is  res  inter 
alios  acta,  and  cannot  be  pleaded  as  an  estoppel. 

By  the  civil  law,  the  case  of  principal  and  surety  does  not  fall 
within  the  rule  of  res  inter  alios  acta.  By  the  civil  law,  the  surety 
accedes  to,  and  becomes  bound  immediately  by,  the  contract  of  the 
principal,  and  the  former  taking  the  place  of  the  latter  for  any 
purpose  of  responsibility,  whether  actual  or  contingent.  Pothier 
Oblig.,  part  2,  ch.  6,  §  1.  But  by  the  common  law,  the  surety  is 
bound  by  the  terms  of  his  own  engagement,  without  regard  to  the 
stipulations  of  his  principal.  Hence,  as  by  the  civil  law,  the  surety 
is  treated  as  a  representative  or  privy  of  the  principal,  a  judgment 
for  or  against  the  principal  is  an  estoppel  against  a  subsequent  suit 
against  the  surety.  But  by  the  common  law,  and  by  our  own  as 
regulated  by  statute,  the  surety  not  being  regarded  as  a  representa- 
tive or  privy,  the  common-law  rule,  or  res  inter  alios  acta,  prevails. 

This  question  is  elaborately  examined  in  2  Am.  Lead.  Cases, 
378  to  457,  where  the  authorities  are  reviewed,  and  the  rule  laid 
down  as  follows:  **  When  the  contract  into  which  the  principal 
and  surety  have  entered  is  purely  joint  in  its  origin,  or  is  rendered 
so  by  the  form  in  which  action  has  been  brought  upon  it,  a  judg- 
ment for  or  against  the  former  will,  of  course,  be  a  complete  bar 
to  any  future  proceedings  against  the  latter,  as  a  consequence  of 
the  general  rule  of  law,  and  apart  from  the  peculiar  relations  exist- 
ing letween  them.  Whenever,  however,  their  obligations  arise, 
either  out  of  distinct  contracts,  or  out  of  a  contract  joint  and 
several  in  its  nature,  it  is  somewhat  diflScult  to  determine  whether 
one  can  be  bound  or  released  by  a  judicial  determination  for  or 
against  the  other.  The  estoppel  of  judgment  is  limited  to  parties 
and  privies.  2  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  (5th  Am.  ed.)  683.  And  it 
would  seem  plain  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  relation  between 
joint  contractors,  whether  they  sta^d  in  the  position  of  principal 
and  surety,  or  are  both  principals,  to  render  them  privies  to  any 
suit  or  action  in  which  they  are  not  parties." 

But  M'hile  the  weight  of  authority  fully  sustains  the  general  pro- 
position, that  a  judgment  for  or  against  the  principal  is  rea  inter 
alios  acta,  and  therefore  cannot  operate  as  an  estoppel  in  a  subse- 
quent proceeding  between  the  creditor  and  the  surety,  yet  it  seems 
impossible  to  reconcile  this  rule,  in  its  fall  extent,  with  the  well- 
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established  principle  that  every  thing  which  operates  as  a  partial 
or  total  exoneration  of  the  principal,  will  necessarily  have  the  same 
effect  in  favor  of  the  surety.  It  is  obvious  that  if  the  rule  of  res 
inter  alios  acta  is  applied  to  a  case  in  which  the  principal  has  been 
discharged,  there  may  be  a  judgment  against  a  surety  who  will 
either  have  no  indemnity  against  hi^  principal,  or  if  he  has,  then 
the  principal  will  be  indirectly  subjected  to  a  liability  from 
which  he  had  been  legally  discharged.  In  view  of  the  diffi- 
culty in  harmonizing  the  conflict  between  the  two  rules  in  the  case 
stated,  the  editor  of  the  Am.  Lead.  Cases,  vol.  2,  p.  440,  says: 
*'  Hence,  while  the  estoppel  of  the  judgment,  viewed  solely  as  a 
judicial  sentence,  will  be  confined  to  the  parties  between  whom  it 
is  rendered,  it  will,  notwithstanding,  have  the  same  effect  as  any 
other  transaction  which  gives  the  principal  rights  inconsistent  with 
those  which  the  creditor  seeks  to  enforce  against  the  surety,  and 
will  constitute  a  defense  which  would  always  have  been  good  in 
equity,  and  which  should  now  be  sustained  in  a  court  of  law." 

The  result  is  that,  when  suit  is  brought  against  a  surety  for  a 
debt  from  which  the  principal  has  been  discharged  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction,  the  surety  is  entitled,  upon  proof  of  the 
fact  of  valid  discharge,  to  rely  upon  the  judgment  of  discharge  as 
an  estoppel ;  and  this  must  be  regarded  as  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule  of  res  inter  alios  acta. 

It  follows  that  there  was  no  error  in  the  judgment,  and  the 
same  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Haynes  v.  Carter. 

aSHelsk.  7.) 

PartnersMp  —  notice  of  disMiuHon. 

Notice  of  diBsolation  of  a  partnership  waspubliehed  in  a  newspaper,  and  a  copy 
thereof,  with  a  red  line  drawn  about  the  notice,  was  mailed  to  an  actual 
dealer  residing  in  another  place.  Held,  not  alone  sufficient  to  charge  such 
dealer  with  notice* 

ACTION  on  account.     The  opinion  states  the  facts.    Judgment 
for  plaintiffs. 

*  8ee  AvMin  v.  HdOand  (80  N.  T.  571),  25  Am.  Rep.  246,  and  note,  249. 
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A.  W.   Campbell,  tor  plaintiffs. 
Allen  £  Tyler,  for  defendants. 

Sneed,.J.  This  action  is  upon  an  account  for  merchandise  sold 
by  the  plaintiffs,  who  are  wholesale  merchants  in  the  city  of  Louis- 
ville, Ky.,  to  the  defendants,  who  were  retail  merchants  in  the  town 
of  Paris,  Tenn.  It  is  sought  to  charge  W.  L.  Carter,  Sr.,  as  a 
member  of  the  firm  of  Carter  &  Upton,  for  goods  sold  in  March 
and  May,  1870,  after  he  had  retired  from  the  firm,  and  had  been 
succeeded  by  his  son,  W.  L.  Carter,  Jr.,  to  whom  the  fatlier  had 
transferred  his  interest,  and  who,  with  the  defendant  Upton,  con- 
tinued the  business  under  the  same  style  of  Carter  &  Upton. 

W.  L.  Carter,  8r.,  and  defendant  Upton  were  in  business  under 
the  firm  name  of  Carter  &  Upton  in  October,  1868,  when  they 
began  their  dealings  with  these  plaintiffs.  They  continued  to  buy 
goods  of  the  plaintiffs  until  December,  1869,  when  W.  L.  Carter, 
8r.,  transfeiTcd  to  his  son,  W.  L.  Carter,  Jr.,  his  interest,  and 
retired  from  the  firm.  During  the  existence  of  the  first  firm,  the 
defendant  Upton  did  the  buying;  and  upon  the  formation  of  the 
new  firm,  he  continued  to  do  it;  and  in  March  and  May,  1870,  he 
bought  for  the  new  firm  the  two  bills  of  goods,  the  price  of  which  is 
the  subject  of  this  action. 

The  controversy  in  the  trial  below  was,  whether  the  plaintiffs, 
who  now  seek  to  hold  the  old  firm  liable,  had  notice  of  the  dissolu- 
tion. The  depositions  of  each  of  the  individual  members  of  the 
plaintiffs'  firm  were  taken  in  the  cause,  and  they  severally  prove 
that  they  had  no  notice,  in  any  form,  of  such  dissolution.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  defendant  Upton  deposes  that  when  he  bought  the 
goods  he  informed  the  plaintiffs,  Mr.  Harvell  that  Carter,  Sr.,  had 
retired  dunng  the  previous  December,  and  that  Carter,  Jr.,  had 
taken  his  place.  It  is,  moreover,  stated  by  Carter,  Jr.,  in  his  testi- 
mony given  on  the  9th  of  October.  1S72,  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
dissolution,  his  father  instructed  him  to  publish  the  fact  in  a 
gazette  published  in  Paris,  called  *^  The  Intelligencer,"  and  to  send 
a  copy  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  well  as  others  with  whom  the  old  firm 
had  been  dealing;  and  that  he  did  this,  and  marked  the  advertise- 
ment with  a  red  circle,  so  as  to  call  the  special  attention  of  plain- 
tiffs to  it.  But  a  letter  is  produced  in  evidence  written  by  Carter, 
Jr.,  m  September,  1871,  after  this  suit  was  brought,  in  which  he 
writes  to  the  plaintiffs  that  he  had   thus  advertised,  and  had  dis« 
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tributed  copies  among  the  correspondents  and  dealers  with  the  old 
firm;  bat  he  does  not  remember  whether  the  plaintiffs  were  thus 
notified  or  not.  There  was  judgment  by  default  against  Upton, 
and  a  verdict  and  judgment  against  Carter,  Sr.,  who  has  appealed 
in  error. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  that  **  the  fact  that  notice  of  the 
dissolution  may  have  been  published  in  a  newspaper,  and  a 
copy  of  the  paper  sent  or  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs,  will  not  of 
itself  prove  notice.  It  is  a  circumstance  which  the  jury  may  look 
to,  together  with  all  other  facts  proven,  with  the  view  of  deter- 
mining whether  the  plaintiffs  had  notice  of  the  dissolution."  This  is 
assigned  as  error. 

It  is  laid  down  in  the  books,  that  this  question,  as  to  what  shall 
amount  to  due  and  sufficient  notice  of  the  retirement  of  a  partner, 
is  one  of  considerable  nicety  and  difficulty;  that  such  notice  need 
not  be  express,  but  may  be  constructive,  and  implied  from  circum- 
stances. As  to  previous  dealers  with  the  firm,  and  parties  who 
stand  indifferent  at  the  time  of  the  dissolution,  the  rule  as  to 
notice  rests  upon  different  principles.  As  to  the  latter,  a  newspaper 
advertisement,  without  more,  is  sufficient ;  but  as  to  the  former, 
it  is  requisite  that  actual  notice  be  brought  home  to  them.  It  may 
be  implied,  however,  from  circumstances;  nor  is  it  material  in  what 
manner  it  is  given.     Collyer  on  Partnership,  §§  532-4. 

Now  this  case  was  presented  to  the  jury  in  a  peculiar  aspect. 
These  plaintiffs  had  been  dealers  with  the  firm  of  Carter  &  Upton 
previously  to  the  dissolution,  and  that  firm  was  always  represented 
in  its  purchases  by  the  active  business  partner,  Upton.  The  name 
and  style  of  the  firm  was  unchanged  after  the  dissolution.  It  was 
still  represented  in  its  purchases  by  Upton,  who,  we  are  to  assume, 
was  the  general  business  partner  conducting  the  correspondence  of 
the  firm.  The  newspaper  containing  the  notice  of  dissolution  was 
directed  and  transmitted  by  young  Carter,  with  whom  it  is  not 
shown  the  plaintiffs  had  ever  had  any  correspondence.  The  fact  of 
actual  notice  is  flatly  denied  by  every  member  of  the  plaintiffs'  firm; 
and  we  cannot  see,  under  the  facts  of  the  case,  how  the  act  of 
transmitting  the  newspaper  can  be  regarded  as  any  thing  more  than 
a  circumstance  to  be  considered  in  connection  with  the  whole  body 
of  the  proof,  to  ascertain  whether  the  notice  of  the  dissolution  had 
actually  been  brought  home  to  the  plaintiffs.  It  would  have  been 
an  easy  task,  and  certainly  it  was  the  dictate  of  prudence,  to  trana- 
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mit  the  infoimation  in  the  form  of  a  circular  letter,  or  in  some 
other  mode  more  likely  to  attract  attention  than  a  village  news- 
paper. 

In  the  case  of  Hutchins  v.  The  Bank  of  Tennesnee,  8  Humph. 
422,  this  court  said  that  the  publication  of  such  a  notice,  even  in  a 
journal  to  which  the  party  to  be  aflected  with  notice  is  a  regular 
subscriber,  is  not  like  a  letter  addressed  to  the  party  giving  the  fact; 
for  that  the  latter  is  a  direct  notice,  and  it  is  the  party's  own  fault 
if  he  fail  to  open  the  letter.  That  the  newspaper  advertisement 
does  not  constitute  actual  notice,  but  is  a  circumstance  as  to  the 
fact  of  actual  notice  to  be  left  to  the  jury  for  their  consideration 
in  forming  their  verdict. 

If  this  be  so  as  to  a  journal  to  which  the  party  is  a  regular  sub- 
scriber, we  see  no  reason  for  a  different  rule  in  regard  to  one  sent 
in  an  unknown  handwriting  and  for  the  first  and  only  time. 

These  plaintiffs  had  been  advised  by  defendant  Upton  that  Car- 
ter, Sr.,  was  the  moneyed  man  of  the  old  firm,  and  they  state  that 
if  they  had  known  of  the  dissolution  their  credit  would  have  been 
withdrawn.  The  new  firm  saw  proper  to  continue  business  under 
the  identical  style  of  the  old  firm,  and  previous  dealers  might  well 
have  been  deluded  into  the  belief  that  Carter,  Sr.,  was  still  a  mem- 
ber of  the  firm. 

We  hold  that  the  circuit  judge  did  not  err  in  the  charge  to  which 
exception  is  taken. 

Judgmeni  affirmed. 


Memphis  v.  Woodwabd. 

(12  Helsk.  490.) 

Officer  de  Jure,  when  entitled  to  edlofrff. 

A  city  phyBidan  was  duly  elected,  but  was  prey  en  ted  by  injuoction  at  the  suit 
of  the  prior  incumbent,  from  taking  possession  of  the  office,  and  the  hitter 
drew  the  salary  for  some  months  thereafter.  The  injunction  having  been 
set  aside,  Tuld,  that  the  former  was  entitled  to  reoover  salary  for  that  period 
from  the  city.    (See  note,  p.  754.) 

ACTION  for  salary.    Tht  opinion  states  the  facts.     Judgment 
for  plaintiff. 

W.M.  Randolph y  for  plaintiff 
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Z,  />.  McKiaicky  for  defendant 


Nicholson,  C.  J.  Woodward  sued  the  mayor  and  aldermen  of 
Memphis,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Shelby  county,  for  his  salary  as 
physician  to  the  city  hospital,  from  October  23,  1866,  to  April, 
1867,  when  the  office  was  discontinued.  The  facts  were  agreed  on, 
and  submitted  to  Judge  Heiskell,  without  the  intervention  of  a 
jury.  He  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  below  and  the  defendant  has 
appealed.    The  facts  on  which  the  questions  arise  are  as  follows: 

Lynch  was  phjrsician  to  the  hospital  until  October,  1866,  when 
his  office  became  vacant,  and  Woodward  was  duly  elected,  gave 
bond,  which  was  accepted,  and  took  the  prescribed  oath.  The  mayor 
went  with  Woodward  to  put  him  in  possession  of  the  parapherna- 
lia of  the  office,  and  finding  Lynch  in  the  office,  informed  him  of 
the  object  of  the  visit,  when  Lynch  asked  for  a  few  hours'  time  to 
move  his  family,  which  being  conceded  to  him,  thereupon,  instead 
of  moving  his  family,  he  applied  for  and  obtained  an  injunction 
from  Judge  Hunter,  requiring  the  mayor  and  Woodward  abso- 
lutely to  desist  and  refrain  from  interfering  with  him  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  office.  Upon  final  hearing,  this  injunction  was  per- 
petuated by  the  chancellor;  but  upon  an  appeal  by  Woodward  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  was  reversed  at 
the  April  term,  1867.  Judge  Milligan,  giving  the  opinion  of  the 
oourt,  said:  ** So  it  follows  that  in  either  event  the  office  of  city 
hospital  physician  was  vacant  at  the  election  of  Dr.  Woodward  in 
October,  1866,  and  that  he  was  lawfully  elected  to  the  office  by  a 
competent  and  lawful  board,  and  as  such  is  entitled  to  all  the 
privileges  and  emoluments  of  the  office."  Lynch  v.  Lafland  et  al^ 
4  Cold.  103. 

Lynch  continued  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  office,  receiving  its 
salary,  $225  per  month,  until  the  office  was  discontinued  in  April, 
1867.  So  that  Woodward,  although  entitled  to  the  office,  never 
actually  performed  any  of  its  duties,  though  he  was  ready  and 
willing  all  the  time  to  do  so,  and  he  never  received  any  of  the 
salary,  though  he  frequently  demanded  it.  The  injunction  con- 
tinued in  force  until  the  office  was  discontinued. 

The  question  upon  these  facts  is,  whether  the  mayor  and  alder- 
men were  liable  to  pay  the  salary  of  Dr.  Woodward,  although  they 
had  paid  Dr.  Lynch  for  the  same  term  of  service,  during  which 
Dr.  Woodward  was  entitled  to  the  office  and  its  salary. 
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The  decision  in  the  case  of  Lynch  v.  Lafiand  et  al.  is  conclusive 
as  to  Woodward's  title  to  the  office  and  to  the  emoluments. 

Tlie  right  to  exercise  a  public  office  is  a  species  of  proper tvv 
equally  with  any  other  thing  capable  of  possession,  and  the  law 
affords  adequate  redress  when  the  enjoyment  of  it  is  wrongfully 
prevented.  3  Kent,  454;  2  Ala.  (N.  S.)  31.  The  same  doctrine  is 
recognized  in  Dodd  v.   Weaver,  2  Sneed,  673. 

But  the  right  to  the  office  does  not  entitle  the  officer  to  the  com- 
pensation as  under  a  contract;  he  takes  it  subject  to  the  authority 
of  the  creating  p<twer  to  modify  the  compensation,  or  to  discon- 
tinue the  office.  JIay?ies  v.  77ie  State,  3  Humph.  480;  Hoke  v. 
Henderson,  4  Dev.  1.  With  this  qualification,  the  officer  is  entitled 
to  the  office  and  to  its  emoluments,  and  to  redress  for  interference 
with  his  rights. 

It  is  conceded  in  the  argument,  that  Woodward  is  entitled  to  his 
remedy  against  Lynch,  for  holding  the  office  and  receiving  the 
salary  to  which  Woodward  was  entitled.  It  is  conceded,  also,  that^ 
if  the  mayor  and  aldermen  had  placed  Woodward  in  a  position  in 
which  he  could  not  perform  the  duties  of  the  office,  he  could  then 
recover  his  salary.  We  may  add,  that  it  is  equally  clear  that,  as 
Woodward  was  in  reality  entitled  to  the  salary  of  the  office,  if  the 
mayor  and  aldermen  declined  to  pay  it  to  him,  but  actually  paid  it 
to  Lynch,  who  was  wrongfully  holding  the  office,  this  payment  was 
wrongful,  and  did  not  discharge  the  liability  of  the  mayor  and 
aldermen  to  Woodward. 

If  Lynch  was  wrongfully  in  the  office,  could  the  mayor  and  alder- 
men have  been  compelled  to  pay  him  the  salary? 

In  Pearce  v.  Hawkins,  2  Swan,  S^^,  the  court  said:  "It  is  true, 
that  being  invested  with  the  forms  of  office,  his  official  acts  will  be 
deemed  good  and  valid  as  to  third  persons  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  he  had  been  an  officer  dejure.  But  when  put  on  his  own  defense 
he  canncTt  justify  under  his  office,  if  it  appear  that  lie  is  not  a  legal 
officer,  but  only  an  officer  de  facto, ^^ 

If  such  an  officer  could  not  defend  on  such  an  office,  it  seems  to- 
be  a  leffitimate  conclusion  that  if  he  seeks  to  rest  his  claim  to  com- 
pensation  upon  his  rights  under  such  office,  he  will  be  repelled  if 
he  cannot  show  his  title  to  the  office. 

In  the  case  of  The  People  v.  Tieman,  30  Barb.  193,  the  court 
said:  "When  an  individual  claims  by  action  the  office,  or  the  inci* 
dents  to  the  office,  he  can  recover  only  upon  proof  of  title." 
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But  it  is  insisted  for  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  that  the  salary 
was  paid  to  Lynch  under  the  operation  of  the  injunction,  and  that 
they  are  protected  against  the  claim  of  Woodward  by  reason  of  the 
payment  so  made. 

As  already  stated,  the  injunction  restrained  the  mayor  and  alder- 
men from  **  interfering  with  Lynch  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  office 
of  city  physician  and  the  discharge  of  the  duties  thereof,"  etc.; 
but  there  was  notiiing  expressly  requiring  the  mayor  and  alder- 
men to  pay  the  salary  of  the  office  to  Lynch;  nor  could  this  be 
implied.  A  mandatory  injunction  is  to  be  strictly  construed.  Kerr 
on  Injunctions,  534.  The  mayor  and  aldermen  could  have  with- 
held the  salary  without  violating  the  injunction.  What,  then,  is 
the  effect  of  a  payment  made  to  Lynch,  who  was  not  legally  entitled 
to  it,  under  an  injunction  which  was  afterward  dissolved  because  it 
had  been  granted  erroneously? 

Whatever  may  be  the  legal  effect  of  such  a  payment  as  between 
the  mayor  and  aldermen  and  Lynch,  we  know  of  no  principle  upon 
which  it  can  be  held  to  be  a  satisfaction  of  Woodward's  claim. 
He  was  virtually  inducted    into   the  office,   and  by  an  evasion. 
Lynch  obtained  time  to  move  his  family,  and  availed  himself  of  it 
U>  obtain  an  injunction  which  prevented  Woodward  from  actually 
enjoying  the  benefits  of    the    office  to  which,  together  with  its 
emoluments,  this  court  held  that  he  was  entitled.     The  injunction 
restraining    the   mayor    and    aldermen   from   placing   Woodward 
in    the    office,    and    restraining  him  from  entering  into    it   and 
receiving  its  emoluments,  was  wrongfully  granted.     It  was  held 
in    effect,    that    Woodward    was    entitled    to   the   salary   paid    to 
Lynch;  but  it  would  be  papablc  injustice  now   to  hold   that  the 
payments    thus    made    to    Lynch     under   an    erroneous   order    of 
the   court,     and  cs|iecially   when    the   order  did   not  so   require, 
should  operate  as  a  satisfaction  of  Woodward's  claim  to  the  emolu- 
ments of  the  office.      It  was  not  in  the  power  of  the  chancellor  to 
make  such  an  order  except  in  the  event  that  Woodward  was  not 
legally  entitled  to  the  office.     Woodward's  claim  to  the  salary  fol- 
lowed his   title  to  the  office,  and  no  payment  to  another  of  money 
that   belonged    rightfully  to  Woodward,  although  made  under  an 
erroneous  order  of  the  court,  could  operate  as  a  payment  or  satis- 
faction of  his  claim. 

The  authorities  to  which  we  have  been  referred,  in  cases  where 
officers  de  facto  received  fees  for  the  performance  of  services^  do 
Vol.  XXVII— 95 
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not  control   tliid  case,  even  if  they  weixj  correctly  decided,  as  to 
which  we  express  no  opinion. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  there  was  no  error  in  the 
judgment,  and  affirm  it. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note  by  thk  Rkportbr.— This  decision  is  opposed  to  tlie  weight  of  authoritj.  The  con- 
trary doctrine  Is  held  in  New  York,  Michigan,  Minnesota,  MississippK  Kentucky  and  Kan- 
sas. See  Commigsioners  of  Saline  Co.  v.  Amlermn^  atUe,  171,  and  cases  there  cited  and 
referred  to.  In  Smith  v.  Mayor,  87  N.  Y.  518,  the  court  said  :  '*  An  olBce  in  this  country 
is  not  property,  nor  are  the  prospective  fees  of  an  oflBce  the  property  of  the  incumbent. 
i  onnorv.  Mayor,  1  Seld.  886.  The  incumbent  cannot  sell  his  office  or  purchase  it,  or  in> 
-cumber  it.  It  will  not  pass  by  an  assignment  of  all  his  property,  nor  will  such  assignment 
affect  his  right  to  prospective  fees.  Id.,  and  (rases ^ited,  p.  290.  The  legislature  may  di- 
minish or  abolish  the  fees  at  pleasure,  or  may  render  it  a  salaried  office."  **  The  same 
authority  holds,  and  it  is  conceded  by  the  appellants  here,  that  the  right  to  fees  or 
<*ompensation  does  not  grow  out  of  any  contract  between  the  government  and  the  officer, 
but  arises  from  the  rendition  of  the  services.  Id. ;  Dartmovth  Cottege  v.  IFoodtcard,  4 
Wheat.  627 ;  The  Pcoyic  v.  Warner,  7  Hill,  8  ;  s.  c.,2  Denio,  272.  An  office  is  simply  an 
appointment  or  authority  on  behalf  of  the  government  to  perform  certain  duties,  usually 
at  and  for  a  certain  compensation.  Both  the  office  itself  and  the  compensation,  upon  gen- 
ejttl  principles  of  law,  are  entirely  within  the  control  of  the  government,  to  diminish,  in- 
crease or  abolish.  So,  it  may  at  any  moment  be  given  up  by  the  incumbent.  There  can 
l>e  neither  property  nor  c'ontract  in  such  a  subject.  It  is  but  a  deputation  for  the  benefit 
and  advantage  of  the  government.  As  the  plaintiff  has  ho  contract  with  the  city  of  New 
York,  upon  the  principles  stated,  then*  could  he  no  indebtedness  for  a  breach  of  its  terms, 
and  the  plaintiff *s action  must  fail." 

The  case  of  People  v.  Tltmaii,  30  Barb.  198,  cited  in  the  principal  case,  and  also  in  the 
(California  cases,  and  remarked  upon  In  Commx»tU^ner»  of  Saline  Co.  v.  Anderson,  ante,  p. 
171,  seems  to  have  been  misunderstood.  That  was  an  action  by  the  de  facto  officer  to  re- 
cover liis  salary,  and  the  court  hold  that  he  cannot  recover,  but  they  do  not  deny  that,  if  it 
had  been  paid  him,  it  would  have  been  valid  as  against  a  claim  by  the  de  jure  officer  for 
the  same  salarj-.  "  The  salary  and  fees  are  incident  to  the  title  and  not  to  the  usurpation 
and  colorable  possession  of  an  office.  An  officer  lie  facto  may  be  protected  in  the  perform- 
ance of  acts  done  in  good  faith  in  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  an  office  under  color  of 
right,  and  third  persons  will  not  be  permitted  to  question  the  validity  of  his  acts  by  im- 
peaching his  title  to  the  office."  "It  does  not  follow  that  a  right  can  be  asserted  and  en- 
forced on  behalf  of  one  who  acts  merely  under  color  of  office  without  legal  authority,  as  if 
he  were  an  officer  de  jure.  When  an  individual  claims  by  action  the  office,  or  the  incidents 
to  the  office,  he  can  recover  only  upon  proof  of  title.  Possession  under  color  of  right  may 
well  serve  as  a  shield  for  defense,  but  cannot  as  against  the  public  be  converted  Into  a 
weapon  of  attack,  to  secure  the  fruits  of  the  usurpation  and  the  incidents  of  the  office.** 
This  case  Is  still  law  in  New  York,  notwithstanding  the  statement  to  the  contrary  in  Com" 
viiSifioy\er>>  of  StiHnf  Co. v.  Andermm,  ante,  171,  and  In  Auditorg  of  Wayne  Co.  v.  Bennii  (2tt 
Blich.  176),  4  Am.  Rep.  384.  Indeed,  It  is  cited  as  authority  in  Dolan  v.  Mayori^S  N.  Y.  27^), 
23  Am.  Rep.  168.  where  the  distinction  between  an  action  by  the  de  facto  officer  and  one 
by  the  de  ^ire  officer  is  pointed  out,  and  where  it  is  held  that  payment  to  the  de  facto 
officer,  while  In  possession  of  the  office,  was  a  good  defense  to  an  action  by  the  de  jun 
officer  for  the  same  salary  after  he  had  acquired  possession. 

The  California  cases  of  Dnrfwy  v.  Smyth,  28  Cal.  21,  and  CarmUy.  SieberUhdler,  87  Id.  1«» 
agree  with  the  principal  case,  but  they  are  founded  upon  a  mistaken  construction  of  Peo- 
ple V.  Tieman. 

In  Qfteen  v.  Mayor  of  Cambridge,  12  Ad.  &  Ell.  702,  the  defendant  bad  under  statutory 
aathority  removed  a  town  clerk,  elected  to  hold  during  good  behavior,  but  who  had  not 
made  the  declaration  re:iuired  by  statute .   HeUU  that,  as  an  officer  d«  facto,  he  was  entitled 
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to  compensation  provided  by  that  statute,  although  he  had  not  made  the  declaration.  The 
judges  said  he  was  in  office  until  removed,  and  thus  entitled  to  compensation,  and  if  he 
had  not  been  removed  might  have  cured  the  defect  by  taldng  the  declaration. 

The  dc  jure  officer  may  recover  from  the  de  facto  officer  the  fees  and  emoluments  re- 
ceived by  him  while  in  office,  less  the  necessary  expenses  in  earning  them.  Mayfidd  ▼• 
Afoore  (68  III  428),  6  Am.  Rep.  62 ;  Howardv.  Wood,  8  Lev  245 ;  Qlcmcoek  v,  X,yo»i«, SO IndU 
1 ;  Dolan  v.  Mayor  (68  N.  T.  Si),  88  Am.  Rep.  168. 


NiBLBTT   V.   NaSHVILLB. 

(12  Heisk.  684.) 

Municipal  corporaUon  —  negligence  —  fsreoootion  ail  aide  ofaXleif, 

A  religious  corporation  made  an  ezcayation  inadequately  guarded,  at  the  dide 
of  a  public  alley  in  a  city,  for  entrance  to  the  basement  of  their  church. 
The  plaintiff  fell  into  it  in  the  dark  and  was  injured,  while  attempting  to 
cross  the  alley.  Heidt  that  the  city  was  liable  to  him  for  the  injury, although 
the  excavation  was  not  on  the  travelled  portion  of  the  alley.  (See  noU^ 
p.  757.) 

ACTION  for  negligence.     The  opinion  states  the  facts.    Judg- 
ment for  defendant 

Quarles  <&  Thoma,  for  plaintiff. 

>r.  K.  McAlisteTy  city  attorney,  and  John  Lellyett,  for  defend- 
ant. 

Freemak,  J.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
an  injury  sustained  by  falling  into  an  excavation  adjoining  the 
McEendree  church  in  the  city  of  Nashville. 

There  appears  to  be  an  alley  running  from  Church  street  along 
the  side  of  the  property  of  the  church  situated  on  this  alley  and 
extending  to  the  edge  of  it.  The  church  had  made  an  excavation 
along  the  side  of  the  wall  of  its  building,  some  six  or  seven  feet 
deep,  for  convenient  entrance  into  the  basement.  Immediately  on 
the  edge  of  the  street,  a  curbing  of  stone  twelve  or  fourteen  inches 
high  had  been  erected.  The  plaintiff,  in  endeavoring  to  cross  the 
alley  and  approach  the  house,  the  night  being  dark,  fell  over  this 
curbing  into  the  excavation,  and  thus  received  the  injury  com- 
plained of. 

The  original  declaration  filed  in  the  case  averred^  in  substance. 
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tlijiL  liie  area  or  pitfall  wrongfully  permitted  by  the  corporation 
was  *•  in  and  on  a  public  alley  and  common  highway  "  of  the  city. 
Issues  were  made  up  on  this  declaration  which  had  been  filed  at 
t\w  January  term,  1871.  An  amended  count  was  filed  at  the  May 
term,  1872,  which  averred  that  the  pitfall  or  excavation  from  which 
tlie  injury  was  received  was  adjacent  and  contiguous  to  the  alley 
and  immediately  on  side  of  it. 

His  honor,  the  circuit  judge,  at  the  trial  charged  the  jury  that 
if  tlie  proof  showed  that  the  excavation  was  not  *'  in  and  on  "  the 
alley,  but  adjacent  to  it,  then  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  on 
(he  first  count  of  the  declaration. 

[Omitting  a  question  of  pleading.] 

Assuming  this  to  be  the  fair  construction  of  the  declaration,  the 
(juestion  then  arises,  whether  such  an  obstruction,  or  interference 
with  the  free  use  of  the  highway,  if  j)ermitted  by  the  corporation, 
though  not  immediately  in  the  alley,  is  one  for  which  the  corpora- 
tion will  be  held  responsible  if  injury  therefrom  has  occurred  to 
one  passing  along  said  alley. 

AVe  think  the  true  rule  may  be  stated  to  be,  that  if  an  obstruc- 
tion or  excavation  be  ])ermitted  which  renders  the  alley,  street,  or 
highway,  unsafe  or  dangerous  to  persons  or  vehicles,  whether  it  lie 
immediately  in  or  on  the  alley,  street  or  highway,  or  so  near  it  as  to 
produce  the  danger  to  the  passer  at  any  time  when  he  shall  prop- 
erly desire  to  use  such  highway,  it  is  such  a  nuisance  as  renders 
the  corporation  liable. 

Such  is  the  doctrine  of  the  case  of  the  Fraiiklin  Turnpike  Co, 
v.  3'.  Crockett,  2  Sneed,  271,  and  such  is  the  result  of  numerous 
authorities  to  which  we  have  been  referred  in  the  briefs  of  counsel. 
Sec  Memphis  v.  Lasser,  9  Humph.  757  ;  Burnham  v.  Boston,  10 
Allen,  290. 

A  party  bound  to  keep  a  highway  in  repair  and  open  for  the 
passage  of  the  public  in  a  city  by  night  or  by  day,  certainly  cannot 
be  held  to  perform  that  duty  by  simply  keeping  the  area  of  the  high- 
way free,  while  along  its  edge  there  is  a  well  or  excavation  unin- 
closed,  into  which  the  passenger,  by  an  inadvertent  step  or  an  acci- 
dental stumble,  might  fall  at  any  time. 

Such  an  excavation  might  be  all  the  more  dangerous  by  being 
immediately  on  the  side  of  an  alley  or  street  rather  than  in  it,  as 
in  the  latter  case  it  would  be  notorious  as  dangerous,  and  would  be 
shunned  by  all  ;  while  in  the  former  case  no  such  attention  might 
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be  directed  to  it,  and  the  unsuspecting  passenger,  by  a  mere  acci- 
dental step,  would  be  liable  to  be  precipitated  into  it  and  thus 
seriously  injured.  See  the  case  of  Oliver  v.  Worcester y  102  Mass. 
489 ;  3  Am.  Rep.  485. 

We  therefore  hold  that  his  Honor  erred  in  his  instructions  to 
the  jury,  and  the  judgment  must  be  reversed. 

[Omitting  an  immaterial  remark.] 

Judgment  reversed. 

NoTR  BY  THE  REPORTER.  —  In  Bumiiam  ▼.  City  of  Boetnru,  10  Allen,  298,  the  court  argu- 
etKJUt  draw  a  distinction  between  a  city  street  and  a  country  highway.  That  was  a  case  of 
injury  to  one  coming  on  the  highway  laterally.  The  court  say:  "Doubtless  in  many 
cases  It  would  be  a  proper  exercise  of  due  and  reasonable  care  to  place  a  single  barrier 
across  a  way  or  street  which  was  defective  and  dangerous,  sufficient  to  stop  persons  from 
passing  over  it  by  the  usually  travelled  path.  Such  a  precaution,  for  example,  would  be  an 
adequate  protection  against  accident  on  a  highway  in  the  country,  which  was  not  wrought 
for  travel  throughout  its  entire  limits,  or  in  places  where  the  adjoining  lands  were,  so 
fenced  by  the  owners,  or  natural  obstacles  were  so  interposed  that  access  to  the  way  later- 
ally was  either  unusual  or  difficult.  But  a  very  different  standard  of  diligence  would  be 
applicable  where  a  way  or  street  was  within  the  limits  of  a  city  or  town,  and  was  prepared 
for  travel  and  actually  used  in  eveiy  part,  and  to  which  constant  access  was  had  from  pri- 
vate ways  over  lands  of  adjacent  proprietors,  entering  it  at  the  side." 

In  Snow  V.  liihabitanU  of  Adams,  1  Cush.  443,  a  declaration  alleging  that  the  highway 
was  obstructed  by  large  quantities  of  logs,  planks,  slabs,  and  boards,  piled  up  and  extend- 
ing along  either  side  of  the  highway,  and  so  near  to  the  beaten  track  and  travelled  path  as 
to  be  a  great  nuisance,  and  dangerous  to  travellers,"  etc. ,  was  held  good  as  an  allegation 
that  the  obstruction  was  within  the  road. 

Fraiiklin  Tiirnpihe  Co.  v.  Crochelt,  2  Sneed,  283,  was  the  case  of  an  Injury  caused  by  the 
collision  of  a  horse  and  wagon  against  a  telegraph  pole  at  the  side  of  the  road.  It  was 
left  to  the  jury  to  say  wliether  there  was  a  sufficient  road.  The  court  said  the  pole  was 
not  -per  sc  a  nuisance,  but  "  in  case  of  defect  in  its  construction  or  repair,  a  post,  ti^e,  pit, 
or  other  obstruction,  within  the  line  of  the  ditches,  and  even  out  of  it,  may  prove  to  be  a 
nuisance,  where  by  reason  of  such  defect  the  safety  of  travel  is  endangered.  As,  for  in- 
stance, if  a  decayed  tree  be  near  and  over-hang  the  road,  or  If  a  pit  be  opened  near  its 
margin,  or  a  precipice  or  bridge  remain  without  guards,  or  the  like." 

In  Mayor  \ .  Memphis,  9  Humph.  757,  the  injury  was  caused  by  a  cistern  occupying 
about  two-thirds  of  the  width  of  a  city  sidewalk,  and  left  unguardeil.  A  recovery  was 
sustained. 

In  Foshay  v.  Glen  Haven  (i5  Wis.  288),  3  Am.  Rep.  73,  it  was  held  that  objects  within  the 
limits  of  a  highway,  naturally  calculated  to  frighten  horses  of  ordinary  gentleness,  may 
constitute  such  deficiencies  In  the  way  as  to  render  the  town  liable,  even  though  so  far  re- 
moved from  the  travelled  patli  as  to  avoid  all  danger  of  collision.  This  was  founded  on 
Morse  v.  Richmond,  41  Vt.  435.  See,  also,  Mandtrschid  v.  City  of  Dubuque  (29  Iowa,  73), 
4  Am.  Rep.  196  ;  Bassett  v.  City  of  St.  Joseph  (53  Mo.  290),  14  Am.  Rep.  446  ;  Hcyv.PhHa^ 
delphla  (81  Penn.  St.  44),  22  Am.  Rep.  733  ;  Puffer  v.  Inhabitants  of  Orange  (122  Mass.  889), 
23  Am.  Rep.  868. 

In  Cogswell  v.  Inhabitants  nf  Lexington,  4  Cush.  307,  the  obstruction  was  a  post  near  the 
true  line  of  the  highway,  which  was  not  indicated  by  any  visible  objects,  and  within  the 
limits  of  the  general  course  and  direction  of  travel,  and  where  travellers  were  accustomed 
to  pass.  This  was  held  within  the  road  so  as  to  warrant  a  recovery  for  an  Injury  sustained 
by  driving  against  it. 

In  Cassedy  v.  Stftckbridge^  21  Vt.  391,  the  obstacle  was  a  sled  crook  lying  at  the  side  of 
the  road,  the  end  being  two  feet  fW>m  the  wheel  track,  and  over  which  the  plaintiff  acci- 
dentally drove  by  his  horse  suddenly  springing  to  that  side.  It  was  properly  left  to  the 
jury  to  say  whether  the  road  was  sufficient  and  whether  the  crook  was  within  the  road. 
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The  court  tlLstinguisli  this  from  Hire  v.  MonlytLiet\  19  Vt.  470,  where  the  pUuntiff  toIiio- 
tarily  and  imiieceasarfly  drove  on  tlie  Hide  of  the  road  to  get  the  benefit  of  the  snow,  and 
there  bein^  Injured,  the  town  waM  held  not  to  be  liable,  and  seem  to  disapprove  the  re- 
mark there  that  the  town  would  not  be  liable  if  the  plaintiff's  "  horse  took  the  same  direc- 
tion from  a  natural  instinot,  or  from  inability  to  see  the  road  on  account  of  the  darkness.'* 

In  Jdiiwson  v.  WhitcfiM,  18  Me.  286,  it  was  lield  Uiut  to  allow  the  sides  of  the  travelled  path, 
to  become  incumbered  by  logs  or  other  things  unnecessarily  placed  there,  subjects  the 
town  to  the  payment  of  damages  oyeasioned  thereby.  Here  the  obstacle  was  a  cedar  log 
lying  by  the  side  of  the  road.  But  in  Pcrkum  v.  Fayette^  68  Me.  16:4,  where  the  obstacles 
were  stumps  and  stones  removed  to  the  side  of  the  road  in  repairing  the  way,  and  against 
which  the  plaintiff's  horse,  frightened  by  a  cow  In  the  road  with  a  board  on  her  horns,  up- 
set the  plaintiff's  wagon,  the  tovm  was  held  not  liable.  But  this  was  put  not  only  on  the  ne- 
cessity of  the  obstacle,  but  on  the  double  nature  of  the  cause  producing  the  injury,  namely 
the  fright  of  the  horse  and  the  presence  of  the  obstacle.  In  BlaJic  v.  Xewfleid,  id .  966, 
the  plaintiff,  on  account  of  a  trench  dug  across  the  road  by  an  adjacent  owner,  turned  Into 
a  field,  and  in  returning  to  the  road  the  carriage  struck  a  rock  within  the  limits  of  the 
highway,  but  outside  the  travelled  portion,  and  she  was  injured.  HeUU  that  the  town  was 
not  liable.  The  court  say  her  remedy  was  to  fill  up  the  ditch."  They  cite  Howard  y. 
Narth  Bridgewater,  16  Pick.  189 ;  TimkUe  v.  Norton,,  8  Mete.  388;  Shepardsoii  v.  (Meraitiy 
13  id.  55  ;  Smith  v.  WcmleJl,  7  Cush.  498  ;  KclhtQQ  v.  Northampton^  4  Gray,  66,  and  observe: 
"  The  town  is  under  no  more  obligation  to  remove  stones  or  other  obstacles  naturally  ex- 
isting in  the  soil,  within  the  limits  of  the  way  but  outside  of  that  portion  of  ft  prepared  for 
travel,  than  it  is  to  remove  shnilar  objects  in  the  adjoining  fields.  That  which  was  not  a 
defect  before  cannot  be  made  so  by  another  and  an  independent  defect  having  no  connec- 
tion with  it." 

In  Tisdcdc  v.  InltabUants  of  Norton^  8  Mete.  388,  it  was  held  that  on  action  against  the 
town  to  n^cover  damages  for  an  injury  received  by  reason  of  a  defect  or  want  of  repair  in 
a  highway,  which  the  town  by  law  is  bound  to  repair,  cannot  be  maintained  by  a  party  who 
goes  out  of  the  highway,  because  of  the  defect  therein,  into  the  adjoining  land,  and  there 
receives  the  injury.  Here  the  plaintiff  drove  into  a  pond  outside  the  highway  limits.  The 
traveller  is  bound,  say  the  court,  **  to  make  use  of  some  other  public  way  ;  otherwise,  he 
proceeds  at  his  own  peril." 

It  has  been  held,  where  the  highway  has  l»eeu  laid  out  and  established  of  a  certain  wUhh 
by  stat4ite,  to  be  no  justification  on  an  indictment  for,  this  offense,  that  the  obstruction  is 
placed  in  a  part  of  the  highway  which  has  not  been  prepared,  and  cannot  be  used  for  travel 
by  reason  of  ledges  of  rocks  and  stones  and  that  said  obstruction  does  not  obstruct  or  hin- 
der the  travel  thereon.  The  court  distinguished  between  the  right  of  the  public  or  town, 
as  against  the  individual  for  an  ot>struction,  and  the  right  of  the  individual  by  private  ' 
action  under  the  statutes,  as  against  the  town,  for  a  defect  or  want  of  repair.  The  latter, 
It  is  said,  "  only  requires  a  i-oad  of  proper  width,  and  kept  In  good  repair.  But  the  town 
on  the  other  hand,  to  enable  itself  to  discharge  its  obligation  to  the  public,  requires  the  full 
and  entire  width  of  the  whole  located  highway.  The  space  between  the  made  road  and 
the  exterior  lhnIt,H  of  the  located  highway  may  be  required  for  various  purposes  ;  as  for 
making  and  keeping  in  repair  the  travelled  path  ;  for  making  sluices  and  water-courses  ; 
for  furnishing  earth  to  raise  the  road,  and,  not  unfrequently,  from  the  location  of  the  road, 
and  from  the  exjKisure  to  be  obstructed  by  snow,  the  entire  width  of  the  located  road  !s 
required  to  be  kept  open,  to  guard  against  accumulations  of  snow  that  might  otherwise 
wholly  obstruct  the  public  travel  at  such  seasons.  For  these  and  other  uses,  In  aid  of 
what  is  the  leading  object,  the  keeping  in  g(.o«i  repair  the  made  or  travelled  road,  the  gen- 
eral easement  in  the  public,  acquired  by  the  location  of  a  highway.  Is  co-extenslve  with 
the  exterior  limits  of  the  located  highway  ;  and  the  question  of  nuisance  or  no  nuisance 
does  not  depend  upon  the  fact  whether  that  part  of  the  highway,  which  is  alleged  to  have 
been  unlawfully  entered  upon  and  obstructed  by  the  defendant,  was  a  portion  of  the  high- 
way capable  of  being  used  by  the  traveller.  Commonwealth  ▼.  King,  18  Mete.  (Mass.)  115 
Peojfle  V.  Cunningham^  1  I>eni«»,  .VJ4. 
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H0LLI8  V.  Stalbt. 

(8  Baxt.  167.) 

Pa/rinerMp — righU  of  creditors  after  dissolution  and  assumption  of  otUgaHons 
by  a  portion  of  firm. 

One  partner  retired  from  the  firm,  selling  his  interest  to  the  remaining  partner, 
he  agreeing  to  pay  the  firm  debts,  and  having  sufiftcient  property  to  do  so. 
That  property  having  been  wasted,  a  firm  creditor  being  unable  to  enforce 
his  claim,  filed  a  bill  to  reach  property  which  the  outgoing  partner  had 
withdrawn  from  the  firm  when  he  retired.  Held,  that  he  had  no  equitable 
Jien  thereon. 

T)  ILL  to  enforce  an  equitable  lien.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

J,  H.  Windle,  for  Hollis,  Wright  &  Co. 
John  P,  Murray  and  Beaton,  for  Staley. 

Skbed,  J.  The  defendants  being  partners  in  trade,  and  indebted 
to  the  complainants,  dissolved  their  partnership,  and  gave  notice 
thereof.  The  defendant,  E.  D.  Staley,  retired  under  an  agreement 
with  James  Staley  that  the  latter  would  assume  and  pay  the  firm 
debts,  retaining,  as  the  proof  shows,  ample  assets  for  that  purpose. 
The  defendant,  E.  D.  Staley,  upon  his  retirement,  and  a  settle- 
ment between  the  partners,  withdrew,  of  the  property  alleged  to 
belong  to  the  firm,  a  wagon  and  two  mules.  It  seems  that  the 
complainants  did  not  prosecute  their  remedies  against  James  Staley 
promptly,  and  the  assets  were  ultimately  wasted,  both  parties 
becoming  insolvent. 

The  bill  was  filed  to  reach  the  wagon  and  mules  upon  an  assumed 
lien  of  the  creditors  upon  the  property,  as  firm  property,  and  on  the 
ground  that  the  property  was  transferred  to  E.  D.  Staley  fraudulently, 
and  with  a  view  to  insolvency.  The  fraudulent  intent  is  denied  in  the 
answer,  and  E.  D.  Staley  claims  the  property  as  his  own,  and  that 
the  ownership  and  possession  thereof  is  protected  by  the  exemption 
laws.  In  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Edwards,  7  Humph.  106,  and  Croofie 
V.  Bivenset  aL,  2  Head,  339,  it  is  held  that  where  one  partner  retires 
from  a  firm,  selling  out  his  interest  in  the  assets  to  the  remaining 
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partners,  who  continue  the  business,  and  stipulate  that  they  will 
pay  the  debts,  if  they  fail  to  do  so,  and  the  retiring  partner  has 
them  to  pay,  or  becomes  liable  for  them,  he  has  no  lien  in  equity 
upon  the  partnership  assets  for  his  ideranity.  He  must  rely  upon 
the  covenant  of  the  parties. 

If  the  partners  have  none  in  such  case,  the  creditors  can  have  none. 
This  is  not  precisely  that  case,  but  we  think,  in  this  kind  of  case, 
the  creditors  can  have  no  remedy  against  the  property  in  question, 
upon  the  theory  of  an  equitable  lien;  but  the  case  stands  upon  the 
same  footini^  with  a  transfer  of  property  by  any  other  person 
indebted.  If  fraudulent  creditors  of  the  firm  may  reach  it  in  the 
ordinary  mode. 

We  can  see  no  evidence  of  fraud  in  this  case,  and  this  disposes  of 
the  case  made  in  the  bill.  The  complainants  are  not  entitled  to 
satisfaction  out  of  the  property  in  question. 

Beverso  the  decree  and  dismiss  the  bill. 


Reversed. 


Hicks  v.  Randolph. 

(3  Baxt.  862.) 
Suretyship  for  one  non  sui  juris, 
A  surety  on  an  obligation  void  for  coverture  is  liable.* 

ACTION  against  surety  on  a  promissory  note.     The  opinion 
sfatcis  Hie  facts, 

[No  counsel  <(iven.] 

S.VEED,  J.  The  facts  agi-eed  in  tills  case  are, that  the  defendant 
Nannie  Moore  heeame  surety  on  the  promissory  note  of  Mrs. 
Randolph,  with  a  full  knowledge  that  the  latter  was,  at  the  time, 
&  fnnft  covfi^ty  and  it  is  insisted  that  the  said  Nannie  Moore  is  not 
bound,  because  as  to  the  married  woman  the  contract  is  void,  and 
the  obligation  of  the  surety  falls  with  it.  It  is  true,  that  such  a 
contract,  as  this  on  the  part  of  a  married  woman,  is  absolutely 
void,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  the  contract  of  one  who  signs  the 

♦See,  to  same  effect,  Davia  v.  SUUU  (48  Ind.  108),  18  Am.  Rep.  M.  ^ 
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note  as  her  surety  is  also  void.  On  the  contrary,  the  law  holds  it 
to  be  an  independent  and  binding  obligation,  and  recognizes  such 
a  case  as  a  special  exception  to  the  ancient  rule,  that  the  discharge 
of  a  principal  releases  a  surety.  The  case  of  Maggs  v.  Ames,  4 
Bing.  470,  does  not  sustain  the  plaintiff's  position.  In  that  case 
the  question  was,  whether  the  undertaking  of  the  defendant  was 
an  original  one,  so  as  not  to  require  it  to  be  in  writing.  The  court 
held  that  it  was  collateral,  and  should  have  been  in  writing.  But 
neither  the  counsel  nor  the  court  supposed  that  the  defendant 
would  not  have  been  bound  if  the  contract  had  been  in  writing. 
Keentel  v.  Newell,  7  Hill,  118.  In  that  case  A  executed  a  covenant, 
by  which  he  undertook  to  become  surety  for  the  faithful  perform- 
ance of  B's  covenant  to  pay  rent,  and  it  was  held  that  A's  coven- 
ant was  binding  and  valid,  though  the  covenant  of  B  was  void  for 
coverture.  And  so  in  Jones  v.  Orosthwaite  et  at,  17  Iowa,  393,  it 
was  held,  upon  full  review,  that  the  general  rule,  that  a  discharge 
of  the  principal  releases  the  surety,  does  not  apply  wliere  a  person, 
sui  juris,  guarantees  the  obligation  of,  or  becomes  surety  for,  a 
married  woman,  minor  or  other  person  incapable  of  contracting. 
Et  vid.  Allen  v.  Berryhill,  27  Iowa,  531;  1  Am.  Rep.  309;  2  Rich- 
690;  1  Parsons  on  Notes  and  Bills,  214;  Chitty  on  Contracts,  449. 
We  hold  that  the  defendant,  Nannie  Moore,  is  bound  by  her  obliga- 
tion.    The  circuit  judge  held  otherwise. 

Reverse  the  judgment  and  enter  judgment  here. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Murphy  v.  Southern  Life  Insurance  Company. 

(8  Baxt  i40.) 
Inmirance  —  local  agent — powor  to  waive  condition.* 

A  policy  of  insurance  provided  that  it  should  be  void  unless  the  annual  pre* 
minm  was  paid  on  or  before  the  day  appointed.  Part  of  a  premium  bad 
been  paid  to  a  local  agent,  to  whom  the  duty  of  collecting  the  premiums 
was  intrusted,  and  he,  in  excess  of  his  limited  powers,  had  given  time  for 
the  payment  of  the  balance.     Held,  that  the  policy  was  not  avoided. 


S 


UIT  on  an  insurance  policy.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 


•  See  Bitdine  v.  Exchange  Fire  Ins.  Co.  (51  N.  Y.  117),  10  Am.  Rep.  6fl6 ;  Dayton  Tn$,  Co, 
▼.  KeUy  (24  Obiu  St.  'Moh  15  Am.  Rep.  612. 
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-AT.  £  E,  Baxter,  for  the  Company. 
Alexander  Campbell,  for  Murphy. 

Nicholson,  C.  J.  This  case  was  determined  in  the  Chanoery 
Court,  at  Nashville,  upon  an  agreed  state  of  facts  made  up  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  statute.  The  question  involved  is,  whether  the  insur- 
ance company  is  responsible  to  complainant  for  the  amount  of  a 
policy  issued  to  Barney  Murphy  on  the  11th  of  March,  1867.  The 
policy  was  issued,  insuring  the  life  of  Barney  Murphy  for  the  use 
of  his  wife,  Dora,  and  children,  in  the  amount  of  $1,000,  for  the 
term  of  his  natural  life. 

It  is  expressed  in  the  face  of  the  policy,  that  it  was  issued  in 
consideration  "of  the  sum  of   $24.72,  to  them  in  hand  paid  by 

Dora  Murphy,  wife  of  Barney  Murphy,  and  of  the  sum  of 

dollars  and cents,  to  be  paid  on  or  before  the day  of 

next,  and  note  at  twelve  months  from  the  date  thereof,  for 

$16.48,  with  interest  paid  in  advance,  and  of  the  annual  premium 
♦41.20,  to  be  paid  on  or  before  the  11th  of  March  (or  half,  or 
quarter  yearly,  in  advance,  with  interest)  two-fifths  of  said  note 
paid,  as  aforesaid,  in  every  year,  during  the  continuance  of  this 
policy." 

It  is  also  recited  in  the  policy,  that  "it  is  also  understood  and 
agreed  by  the  assured  to  be  the  true  intent  and  meaning  hereof, 
that,  in  case  the  said  premium  shall  not  be  paid  on  or  before  the 
day  hereinbofere  mentioned  for  the  payment  thereof,  then,  in  any 
such  case,  the  said  company  shall  not  be  liable  for  the  payment  of 
the  sum  asHured,  or  any  part  thereof ;  and  this  i>olicy  shall  cease 
and  determine.  And  it  is  further  agreed,  that,  in  every  case  where 
the  policy  shall  cease,  or  become,  or  be,  null  and  void,  all  previous 
payments  made  thereon  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  said  company." 

The  facts  agreed  on  are  as  follows:  Barney  Murphy  died  on  the  25th 
of  January,  1870.  The  premium  for  the  first  and  second  yeai-s  of 
the  policy  was  duly  paid,  but  for  the  third  year,  when  the  assured 
died,  it  had  not  all  been  paid,  but  paid  only  in  part,  to  wit :  $11. 
This  sum  was  paid  to  W.  Matt  Brown,  who,  at  the  time,  was  the 
local  agent  of  the  company  at  Nashville,  where  the  policy  was  is- 
sued, and  where  Murphy  lived  and  died.  Brown,  from  time  to 
time,  called  upon  Murphy  to  pay  the  balance  of  the  premium,  but 
he  failed   to  do  it.     It  is  agreed  that  Brown  did  not  pay  the  $11 
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over  to  the  company,  but  this  was  unknown  to  Murphy ;  also,  that 
at  the  time  of  the  payment  of  the  $11,  he  told  Murphy  that  if  he 
did  not  pay  the  balance,  the  policy  would  be  forfeited.  It  was 
further  agreed,  that  a  circular,  issued  by  the  company  in  1868,  was 
received  by  Murphy,  and  that  Brown  gave  Murphy  a  receipt  for  the 
$11.  This  receipt,  however,  is  not  in  the  record,  nor  is  there  any 
proof  as  to  its  date  or  its  terms.  In  the  circular  referred  to,  dated, 
**  Office  Southern  Life  Insurance  Company,  Memphis,  Tennessee, 
,  1868,"  the  following  passages  occur : 

"  Persons  who  wish  to  guard  against  the  contingencies  to  which 
all  are  liable,  by  getting  a  policy  of  insurance,  are  referred  to  the 
agent  of  the  companv,  if  one  has  been  appointed  in  your  neighbor- 
hood." 

"  All  policies  non-forfeited  after  the  second  annual  payment." 

It  may  be  inferred  from  a  notice  exhibited  in  the  agrped  state  of 
facts,  that  it  was  the  habit  of  the  company  to  issue  from  its  offi<S& 
at  Memphis  a  notice  to  each  person  assured,  notifying  him,  in  ad- 
vance, of  the  amount  of  cash  premium,  and  when  to  be  paid,  and 
the  amount  of  the  premium  note. 

It  appears,  further,  from  another  exhibit,  that  the  office  at  Mem- 
phis prepared  receipts,  stating  the  amount  received  from  the  as- 
sured for  premium  on  policy,  giving  its  number  and  amount  in- 
sured to  the  end  of  the  next  year.  These  receipts  were  sent  to  the 
local  agents  in  advance  of  the  day  for  payment,  regularly  signed  by 
the  secretary  at  Memphis,  as  of  the  date  of  the  payment,  but  with  this 
condition  annexed  :  '*  Not  binding  until  the  amount  is  paid  ou 
this  receipt,  countersigned  by  W.  Matt  Brown,  agent  at  Nash- 
ville." 

These  were  all  the  facts  submitted  to  the  chancellor.  He  was 
of  opinion  that  complainant  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  and  de- 
creed accordingly.    From  this  decree  complainant  has  appealed. 

The  first  inquiry  that  presents  itself  is,  how  did  Brown  and 
Murphy  understand  the  transaction  between  them,  when  Murphy 
paid  and  Brown  received  the  $11?  It  does  not  appear  when  this 
transaction  occurred,  but  we  may  safely  assume  that  it  was  either 
on  the  11th  of  March,  1869,  when  the  premium  was  payable,  or 
after  that  time. 

When  the  payment  of  $11  was  made  and  receipted  for.  Brown 
told  Murphy  that  "  if  he  did  not  pay  the  balance,  the  policy  would 
be  forfeited."     It  is  clear  that  Brown  did  not  consider  the  policy 
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already  forfeited,  but  his  understanding  was,  that,  whether  it 
would  or  would  not  be  forfeited,  depended  upon  the  future  pay- 
ment of  the  balance  of  tlie  premium.  That  this  was  his  under- 
standing, is  made  clearer  by  the  fact  that,  from  time  to  time, 
afterward,  he  called  upon  Murphy  for  the  balance.  The  under- 
standing, then,  of  Brown  and  Murphy  was,  that  Brown  had  a 
right  to  keep  the  policy  alive  after  the  11th  of  March,  1868,  by  ac- 
cepting $11  of  the  premium,  and  collecting  the  balance  afterward. 
In  other  words,  the  transaction  shows  that  Brown  understood  him- 
self as  having  the  right  to  waive  the  forfeiture  arising  from  non- 
payment of  the  premium,  by  receiving  payment  of  a  part  and  mak- 
ing the  forfeiture  depend  upon  the  payment  or  non-payment  of 
the  balance  of  the  premium.  Hence  we  see  that  Bro>vn,  regarding 
the  question  of  forfeiture  as  superseded,  retained  the  $11,  but  made 
no  return  of  it  to  the  office  at  Memphis,  and  no  report  of  the  trans- 
action, so  far  as  we  can  see,  but  from  time  to  time,  demanded  of 
Murphy  the  balance.  Before  the  expiration  of  the  year  Murphy 
died.  Upon  this  view  of  the  transaction  between  Brown  and  Mur- 
phy, tlie  next  inquiry  is,  was  Brown  authorized  to  waive  the  for- 
feiture, and  by  so  doing,  to  bind  the  company  upon  the  policy? 
The  character  and  extent  of  Brown's  agency  is  necessarily  involved 
in  this  inquiry. 

We  have  been  furnished  with  the  written  opinion  of  the  chancellor 
in  the  case,  and  we  find  that  he  considered  the  case  of  Botiton  v. 
Tlie  American  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co,,  25  Conn.  342,  as  conclusive  of 
the  question  in  this  case.  The  case  of  Bouton  v.  The  American 
Mut.  Life  l7is.  Co.  was  an  action  at  law,  determined  in  1857.  The 
policy  sued  on  was,  in  its  main  features,  similar  to  that  in  the  case 
before  us,  except  that  the  testimonium  clause  was  as  follows:  "  In 
witness  whereof,  the  said  American  Mutual  Life  Insumnce  Com- 
pany have,  by  their  president  and  secretary,  signed  this  contract, 
this  25th  of  February,  1851,  but  the  same  shall  not  be  binding 
until  countersigned  by  W.  W.  Webb,  agent,  and  delivered,  and  the 
advance  premium  paid."  The  advance  premium  was  payable  on  the 
first  of  July,  1852,  but  was  not  paid  until  after  that  time.  It  was 
paid  to  W.  W.  Webb.  Tlie  court  below  had  instmcted  the  jury, 
that,  if  the  premium  was  paid  to  and  received  by  Webb,  as 
the  agent   of  the   defendants,  in  good  faith,  though  the  sum  was 

*'!  after  the  1st  of  January,  1852,  they  would  find  for  plaintiff. 
IRS,  C.J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court.    After 
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laying  down  the  doctrine^  that,  where  policies  of  insurance  con- 
tained SL  provision  that  if  the  advance  was  not  paid  on  the  day 
designated,  the  policy  should  be  forfeited,  as  the  provision  was 
inserted  for  the  benefit  of  the  insurers,  it  was  only  void  at  their 
election,  and,  therefore,  that  they  might  waive  a  strict  compliance 
with  it,  after  the  time  stipulated  for  the  payment  of  the  premium, 
or  the  reception  by  them,  or  their  authorized  agent,  of  the  premium 
for  that  purpose,  after  that  time,  would  have  the  effect  of  re\»iving 
and  continuing  the  contract,  evidenced  by  the  policy,  as  though  it 
had  been  strictly  complied  with  by  the  assured,  the  chief  justice 
proceeded  to  the  question,  whether  Webb  had  authority,  after  the 
Ist  of  January,  1852,  to  receive  payment  so  as  to  bind  the  company. 
He  said  that  the  only  authority  which  Webb  had  was  contained  in 
the  testimonium  clause  of  the  policy,  that  clause  being  that  the 
contract  *' shall  not  be  binding  until  countersigned  by  W.  W. 
Webb,  agent,  and  delivered,  and  the  advance  premium  paid."  The 
word  '*  agent,"  added  to  Webb's  name,  considered  with  reference 
only  to  the  said  clause,  imports  no  more  than  that  he  was  the  agent 
of  the  defendants,  to  do  and  co-operate  in  the  things  which  it  was 
therein  provided  should  be  done  for  the  purpose  therein  mentioned, 
of  making  the  contract  binding.  One  of  those  things  was  the  pay- 
ment, by  the  insured,  of  the  premium  in  advance  to,  and  conse- 
quently its  reception  by,  him.  The  question  now  is,  as  to  the  extent 
of  the  authority  which  was  thus  conferred  on  Webb,  in  regard  to 
the  premium  provided  for  in  the  contract  We  think  he  was  not 
empowered  to  receive  any  premium  which  was  not  paid  according 
to  the  requirements  of  the  policy,  that  is,  in  advance.  That  instru- 
ment was  his  sole  guide  in  regard  to  what  he  should  do  under  it." 
He  concludes:  ^*  Our  opinion  is  confined  to  the  question  as  to  the 
character  and  extent  of  Webb's  authority,  as  deducible  from  the 
terms  of  the  policy  itself;  leaving  the  plaintiff  at  liberty  to  prove 
expressly  by  extrinsic  evidence,  an  authority  to  receive  premiums 
after  the  time  when  they  were  made  payable  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  so  as  to  revive  it,  or  facts  from  which  such  an  authority 
should  be  implied." 

It  thus  appears  that  the  court  held  that  Webb  was  only  a  special 
agent  for  the  purpose  of  countersigning  the  policy  and  receiving 
the  payment  of  the  premium  in  that  case  ;  and  this  conclusion  was 
based  upon  the  fact  that  he  was  simply  designated  '*agent"for 
these  purposes,  with  no  other  evidence  than  this  as  to  his  agency. 
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But  it  is  conceded,  iu  the  opinioa  of  the  court,  that  if  there  was 
proof  of  facts  from  which  an  authority  to  receive  premiums  after 
the  time  they  were  made  payable  might  be  implied,  then  the  for- 
feiture would  be  waived. 

It  is  appai-ent  that  the  Connecticut  case  differs  from  the  case  at 
bar  in  this,  that  in  the  former  Webb  was  agent  for  the  single  pur- 
pose of  receiving  the  advance  premium  in  that  particular  case,  and 
of  countersigning  the  policy,  but  in  the  case  before  us  the  policy 
wjis  not  to  be  binding  until  the  advance  premium  was  paid  to  and 
the  receipt  countersigned  by  Brown,  ^'  agent  at  Nashville."  This 
language  indicates  clearly  that  Brown  was  '-agent  at  Nashille,''  and 
in  the  agreed  facts  it  is  stated  that  he  was  "local  agent  at  Nash- 
ville." He  was,  therefore,  not  only  agent  in  the  particular  transac- 
tion of  receiving  the  advance  premium  from  Murphy,  and  counter- 
signing the  receipt  for  the  money,  but  he  was  the  local  agent  of  the 
insurance  company  at  Nashville,  to  receive  advance  premiums  and 
countersign  certificates  as  well  as  to  do  all  other  things  properly 
belonging  to  the  position  of  a  local  agent  at  Nashville. 

It  follows  that  the  Connecticut  case  is  not  a  controlling  authority 
in  the  present  case;  but  in  this  case  the  question  depends,  first, 
upon  the  extent  of  Brown's  authority  as  a  local  agent  to  waive  the 
payment  of  the  premium  in  advance,  and,  secend,  upon  the  legal 
consequence  of  Brown's  acceptance  of  part  of  the  premium,  and 
giving  time  to  Murphy  for  the  balance. 

1.  The  main  embarrassment  in  the  case  arises  from  the  fact  that 
there  is  nothing  in  the  record  defining  with  clearness  the  character 
of  Brown's  agency  or  the  extent  of  his  powers.  There  is  enough 
to  show  that  the  principal  office  was  located  at  Memphis,  and  that 
the  contracts  for  insurance  were  there  consummated  by  the  execu- 
tion of  the  policies,  but  that  the  delivery  of  the  policies  and  the  receipt 
of  the  premiums,  and  the  countersigning  thereof,  previous  to  the 
delivery,  were  at  least  parts  of  the  business  of  Brown,  as  agent  at 
Nashville. 

We  think  it  may  be  fairly  inferred  that,  in  addition  to  these 
powers.  Brown  was  to  receive  application  for  insurance,  to  take  the 
preparatory  steps  for  forwarding  the  applications  to  the  principal 
office,  there  to  be  acted  on  and  consummated,  as  already  stated. 
The  term  "local  agent"  conveys  no  other  meaning  than  that  of 
an  agent  at  a  particular  place  or  locality;   but  whether  such  an 
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agent  has  general  or  limited  powers  is  not  determined  by  simply 
calimg  him  a  **  local  agent." 

In  Bliss  on  Life  Insurance,  §  277,  it  is  said,  ^'  the  agents  of  life 
insurance  are  scattered  throughout  the  States  in  thousands.  There 
are  not  only  local  agents  appointed  in  nearly  every  city  and  village, 
but  also  so-called  general  agents  who  have  charge  of  an  entire 
State  or  district,  and  whose  actual  powers  are  usually  much  greater 
than  those  of  the  local  agents.  The  actual  powers  of  such  agents, 
both  general  and  local,  may  be  very  different  from  their  apparent 
powers,  and  it  is  therefore  essential  to  remember  that  so  long  as 
the  agent  acts  within  the  apparent  scope  of  his  authority  the  com- 
pany is  bound  by  his  acts,  though  they  may  be  in  excess  of,  or  in 
violarion  of  his  real  powers.  An  agent  is,  moreover,  conclusively 
presumed  to  have  not  only  the  usual  and  ordinary  powers  of  an 
agent  engaged  in  the  business  for  which  he  is  appointed,  but  all 
the  powers  necessary  and  convenient  in  the  execution  of  his  author- 
ity.^ MarJcy  v.  Mutual  Benefit  Life  Ins.  Co.,  103  Mass.  78;  Story 
on  Agency,  §§  58  and  106. 

It  was  said  in  the  Massachusetts  case,  just  cited,  that  the  author- 
ity of  an  agent  must  be  determined  by  the  nature  of  his  business 
and  tne  apparent  scope  of  his  employment  therein.  It  cannot  be 
narrowed  by  private  or  undisclosed  instructions,  unless  there  is 
something  in  the  nature  of  the  business  or  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  to  indicate  that  the  agent  is  acting  under  special  instruc- 
tions or  limited  powers.  "  A  special  agent,"  says  Mr.  Story,  §  58, 
**  properly  exists  where  there  is  a  delegation  of  authority  to  a  single 
act ;  a  general  agency  properly  exists  when  there  is  a  delegation  to 
do  all  acts  connected  with  a  particular  trade,  business  or  employ- 
ment." ** Under  this  defiuition,"  says  Mr.  Bliss,  page  439,  **  the 
agents  of  insurance  companies,  who  are  scattered  over  the  country 
(local  agents),  would  seem  to  be  general  agents,  but  not  general 
agents  to  do  all  acts  connected  with  procuring  applications  for 
insurance.'' 

If  we  test  the  extent  of  Brown's  powers  as  agent  at  Nashville,  by 
the  rules  laid  down  in  these  authorities,  we  must  hold  that  he  had 
all  the  powers  necessary  and  convenient  for  the  exectution  of  his 
authority,  and  that  the  extent  of  his  powers  must  be  determined 
by  the  nature  of  his  business  and  the  apparent  scope  of  his  em- 
ployment therein.  It  was  part,  at  least,  of  his  business  as  agent, 
to  receive  premiums  from  persons  having  policies,  for  the  purpose 
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of  continuing  those  policies  from  year  to  year ;  to  receive  such 
premiums  even  after  the  expiration  of  a  year,  and  when  the  poli« 
cies,  by  their  terms,  had  determined  and  ceased,  would  be  within 
the  apparent  scope  of  his  employment ;  and,  therefore,  that  the 
company  was  bound  by  his  acceptance  of  a  partial  payment  after 
the  time  when  the  premium  was  payable. 

*^.  In  Flanders  on  Fire  Insurance,  104,  it  is  said,  that  **  the  gen- 
eral tending  of  the  cases  is,  that  the  officers  and  agents  of  insur- 
ance companies  may  waive  the  usual  condition  that  the  premium 
must  be  paid  before  the  policy  shall  be  effectual,  as  well  as  any 
other  condition  in  the  contract  intended  for  their  benefit,  and  ir 
the  assured  is  allowed  to  act  upon  the  confidence  of  such  waiver 
the  insurer  is  estopped  to  deny  the  fulfillment  of  the  condition." 
(A  long  list  of  cases  is  cited  as  sustaining  this  proposition.) 

Mr.  Bliss,  in  his  work  on  Life  Insurance,  p.  465,  says  :  **  There 
is  a  distinction  between  the  powers  of  an  agent  after  a  policy  ha? 
been  issued,  and  before.  He  may  well  be  held  to  have  authority  to 
bind  the  company  in  connection  with  matters  transpiring  before 
or  at  the  time  of  the  issuance  of  the  policy,  and  relating  to  it,  bu*- 
after  the  policy  had  been  issued,  his  powers,  as  a  general  thing,  are. 
so  far  as  that  policy  is  concerned,  exhausted,  unless  he  has  the 
power  to  make  a  new  contract.  An  agent,  without  authority  to 
contract,  has  authority  to  waive  payment  of  the  premium,  and  to 
deliver  the  policy,  giving  a  credit  for  the  amount,  though  the 
policy  provides  that  no  policy  shall  be  binding  till  the  pre- 
mium is  paid,  and  this,  even  though  the  policy  also  provides  that 
the  agent  has  no  power  to  waive  any  condition  on  it."  This  propo- 
sition is  supported  by  reference  to  several  late  New  York  cases, 
which  are  in  the  list  referred  to  by  Mr.  Flanders. 

Among  the  cases  so  cited  !s  that  of  the  Baptist  Churchy,  Brook- 
lyn  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  19  N.  Y.  305.  Judge  Comstook  said  :  "  In  any 
subsequent  agreement  for  a  renewal  or  continuation  of  the  risk,  it 
was  competent  for  the  parties  to  contract  by  parol,  and  to  waive 
the  i)ayment  in  cash  of  the  premium,  substituting  therefor  a  prom- 
ise to  pay  on  demand  or  at  a  future  day."  In  the  conditions 
annexed,  and  forming  a  part  of  the  contract  in  that  case,  it  was  set 
forth  that  no  issuance,  whether  original  or  continued,  should  be 
considered  as  binding  until   the  actual  payment  of  the  premiums. 

Another  one  of  the  cases  cited  was  that  of  Goif  v.  National  Pro- 
lection  Insurance  (h.,  25  Barb.  180.     In   that  case  it  was  held  to  be 
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'•  the  privilege  of  the  insurers,  if  they  elected  so  to  do,  to  waive  the 
condition  making  the  actual  payment  of  the  premium  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  binding  efficacy  of  any  insurance,  as  it  was  a  pro- 
vision inserted  for  their  benefit,  and  in  which  they  alone  were 
interested.  This  waiver  uuiy  be  established  by  evidence  of  an 
express  waiver,  or  by  circum:  tances  from  which  such  waiver  may 
be  inferred,  and  it  may  be  by  the  managers  of  the  company,  or  by 
a  duly  authorized  agent,  and  as  it  was  done  by  the  latter  in  this 
case,  it  was  obligatory  on  the  company." 

These  authorities,  as  well  as  others  referred  to,  sustiiin  the  posi- , 
tions  laid  down  by  Flanders  and  Bliss,  already  quoted.  It  follows,  j 
that  although  Brown  was  acting  in  excess  of  his  limited  powers, 
and  in  violation  of  his  special  instructions,  as  indicated  in  the 
receipts  prepared  and  sent  to  him  when  he  received  $11  from  Mur- 
phy, and  gave  him  the  receipt  therefor  as  part  payment  of  his 
premium,  giving  time  to  pay  the  balance,  yet,  as  he  was  then  act* 
ing  within  the  apparent  scope  of  his  employment  as  agent  of  the 
company,  his  action  amounted  to  a  waiver  of  the  condition  of  pre- 
payment of  the  premium,  and  was  binding  on  the  company. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  decree  of  the  chancellor 
was  erroneous,  and  the  same  is  reversed,  with  costs  to  this  court 
and  the  court  below. 


French  v.  Irwin. 

(4  Baxt.  401.) 
Certified  check  —  fiction  against  drawer, 

A  lank  is  liable  on  a  check  certified  by  it,  whether  the  drawer  had  sufficient 
funds  are  not. 

Where  the  holder  of  a  check  procures  it  to  be  certified,  this  operates  as  pay- 
ment of  the  debt  for  which  the  check  was  drawn,  and  the  drawer  is  re- 
leased from  liability.* 

A  CTION  on  check.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

D&nioss  and  Malone,  for  Irwin. 

Baxter  Smith  and  Neil  S.  Brown,  for  French. 


*  See  ace.  First  Nat.  Bank  y.  Leach  (52  N.  T.  850),  11  Am.  Rep.  706;  but  see  Andreum 
T.  German  Nat.  Bank  (9  Heisk,  811).  24  Am.  Rep.  900. 
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Freeman,  J.  On  the  13tli  of  February,  1862,  Irwin  &  McCaw 
drew  their  checks  on  the  Bank  of  Tennessee,  at  Nashville,  for 
$1,600,  whicli  were  delivered  to  plaintiffs  in  payment  for  a  lot  of 
sugar  purchased  alwut  that  time.  Within  a  few  days  after,  per- 
haps on  the  17th  or  18th,  the  checks  were  presented  to  the  bank, 
and  the  word  "  good,"  signed  by  A.  Cunningham,  clerk,  written 
across  the  face  of  them.  About  this  time  the  bank  was  removed 
South,  on  the  approach  of  the  Federal  army,  and  was  not  brought 
back  until  about  May,  1860.  The  checks  were  again  presented  in 
1866,  payment  refused,  the  bank  then  being  insolvent,  and  having 
ceased  entirely  to  do  a  regular  business. 

It  is  shown  by  the  cashier  of  the  bank,  that  the  clerk,  Cunning- 
ham, was  authorized  to  certify  the  checks,  and  to  bind  the  bank  by 
so  doing.  These  facts  raise  the  question  as  to  what  was  the  effect 
of  thus  certifying  the  check  by  the  bank. 

The  rule  of  law  is  thus  laid  down  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of 
New  York:  *^The  certification  of  a  check,  if  written  out,  would 
contain  a  statement  that  the  drawer  had  funds  sufficient  to  meet 
it  in  the  bank,  applicable  to  its  payment,  and  an  agreement  on 
behalf  of  the  bank,  that  those  funds  should  be  retained  and  paid 
upon  the  check  whenever  it  may  be  presented."  Oooke  v.  Stale  N. 
Bank  of  Boston^  52  N.  Y.  96  ;  11  Am.  Rep.  697.  And  whether  a 
check  when  presented  is  paid  by  the  officer  of  the  bank  in  money, 
or  he  gives  the  holder  a  certificate  of  deposit  or  draft,  or  a  certifi- 
cate that  he  will  retain  sufficient  of  the  money  standing  to  the 
drawer's  credit,  the  officer  is  acting  within  the  line  of  his  duty, 
and  the  bank  bound.  In  another  case,  Firsl  Nat,  Bk.  of  Jersey^ 
City  v.  Leachy  52  N.  Y.  350  ;  11  Am  Rep.  708,  the  same  court  say, 
"the  theory  of  the  law  is,  that,  where  a  check  is  certified  to  be 
good  by  a  bank,  the  amouut  thereof  is  then  charged  to  the  account 
of  the  bank  certificate  account.  Every  well-regulated  bank  adopts 
this  practice  to  protect  itself. '^  If  the  bank  fail  to  do  this,  how- 
ever, it  might  involve  itself  in  peril  by  failure  of  its  customers, 
whose  checks  were  certified  without  any  account  of  their  number 
or  amount,  but  it  would  still  be  liable  to  pay  its  certified  checks; 
whether  it  had  funds  or  not.  See  Farmers  and  Mechanic^  Bank 
V.  Butchers  and  Drovers^  Banh,  16  N.  Y.  125. 

When  the  holder  of  the  check  presents  it,  it  is  his  own  fonlt  if  he 
fidls  to  receive  the  money.  If  he  takes  the  certificate  of  the  bank, 
that  the  check  is  ''good/'  instead  of  the  money,  it  is  his  own 
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contract,  for  which  the  drawer  is  in  no  wise  responsible,  and  the 
holder  must  take  all  the  risk  and  responsibility  of  his  own  act.  If 
he  is  unwilling  to  take  certified  checks  instead  of  the  money,  it  is 
easy  for  him  to  refuse  to  do  so,  and  goon  the  drawer  for  his  money. 
We  think,  both  on  j^rinciple  and  all  modem  authority,  the  court 
below  charged  correctly,  that  plaintiff,  by  having  the  checks  certi- 
fied, thereby  made  them  their  own,  and  held  them  at  their  own 
risk,  and  could  not,  after  this,  recover,  either  on  the  check  or 
original  consideration. 

Other  minor  questions  have  been  stated  in  argument,  but  this 
is  conclusive  of  the  case,  and  we  need  not  notice  them. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirtned. 


Howell  v.  Sbvibe. 

a  Lea.  980.) 

Baretp  —  effect  on,  of  usurious  offreement  for  delay  between  principal  and  ored' 

Uor. 

A  Buretj  is  not  4i8cbarged  bj  an  executed  usurioas  agreement  for  delay,  be- 
tween tbe  principal  debtor  and  tbe  creditor,  altbongh  made  without  tbe 
surety's  knowledge  or  assent.* 

A  CTION  upon  a  promissory  note.     The  opinion  states  the  facta 

Ingersoll,  for  Howell. 

Pettibone  £  Robinfion,  for  Sevier. 

McFarland,  J.  Action  upon  ^  note  executed  by  W.  P.  Oleason 
and  C.  L.  Sevier  to  Daniel  Howell,  $230,  due  at  four  months. 
Sevier  was  the  surety  of  Gleason,  and  claims  to  be  discharged  upon 
the  ground  that,  after  the  note  fell  due,  Marshall,  to  whom  it  had 
been  transferred,  agreed  with  Oleason  to  extend  the  time  four 
months  longer  in  consideration  of  the  payment  by  Gleason  of  thirty 
dollars  in  addition  to  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  note.  The 
cause  was  submitted  to  the  circuit  judge  without  the  intervention 

*  See  ObemdorT  ▼.  l7h<onBafi/co/Battitiiore(31Md.  128),  1  Am.  Bep.  81. 
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of  u  jury,  and  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  Sevier, 
and  the  plaintiff  has  appealed. 

It  appears  that  the  agreement  alleged  was  entered  into  between 
Marshall  and  Gleason  after  the  note  fell  due,  and  without  the 
knowledge  or  assent  of  Sevier.  The  agreement  was  that  four 
months'  additional  time  was  to  be  granted  upon  the  note  in  consid- 
eration of  a  bonv^  of  thirty  dollars  to  be  paid  by  Gleason,  who  gave 
his  due-bill  for  this  sum,  and  paid  the  same  two  or  three  weeks 
afterward. 

Do  these  facts  dix*harge  the  surety  ?  It  is  well  settled  that  the 
agreement  between  the  creditor  and  principal  debtor  for  delay 
which  will  discharge  the  surety  must  be  a  valid  and  binding  agree- 
ment, and  one  which  presents  a  legal  obstacle,  for  the  time,  to  the 
prosecution  of  an  action  upon  the  original  security.  It  was  held 
by  this  court  in  Wilson  v.  Langford,  5  Humph.  320,  that  a  stipula- 
tion for  delay  based  upon  the  contract  of  the  debtor,  and  evidenced 
by  his  separate  note  to  pay  a  further  sum  \\\  addition  to  the  prin- 
cipal and  lawful  interest  of  the  original  debt,  was  not  a  valid  con- 
tract for  delay  and  the  surety  was  not  thereby  discharged  ;  that  the 
agrement  to  pay  usurious  interest  was  unlawful  and  void,  and  the 
contract,  therefore,  not  binding  upon  either  party.  The  only  dif- 
ference between  that  and  the  present  case  is,  that  in  the  case  refer- 
red to  the  usurious  interest  had  not  been  in  fact  paid,  but  only  a 
note  given  for  its  payment.  In  the  present  case  the  note  given  for 
the  usurious  interest  was  afterward,  and  within  the  time  of  the 
additional  delay  agreed  upon,  paid  by  the  debtor.  Docs  this  con- 
stitute an  exception  to  the  general  rule  stated  in  Wilso?i  v.  Lang- 
ford,  supra  f  Does  the  actual  payment  of  the  usurious  interest 
render  the  agreement  for  delay  obligatory  upon  the  creditor?  It 
has  been  so  held  in  a  number  of  cases,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
right  to  set  up  the  illegality  of  a  usurious  payment  in  avoidance  of 
the  contract  for  delay  belongs  to  the  party  making  the  payment, 
and  not  to  those  by  whom  it  is  received.  See  ^  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq. 
5GG.  But  this,  says  the  same  authority,  has  Uvn  qneslioned,  und 
is  hot  applicable  unless  the  interest  be  paid  in  advance,  or  during 
the  time  of  the  delay  agreed  upon.  See  also,  2  Am.  Lead.  Cas. 
471.  The  test  is,  could  the  agreement  for  delay  have  been  en- 
forced against  the  creditor,  either  as  a  defense  to  the  suit  or  as  a 
cause  of  action  ?  If  so,  the  surety  will  be  discharged,  otherwise 
not.     In  ViUts  v.  Jones,  1  Comst.  286,  two  of  the  judges  hold  that 
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the  payment  of  usurious  interest  did  not  validate  the  agreement 
for  delay  ;  that  whether  paid  or  agreed  to  be  paid,  it  was  the  same. 
The  reasoning  is  very  persuasive.  The  other  judges  concurred  prob- 
ably upon  the  ground  that  the  surety  sought  this  relief  after  judg- 
ments at  law. 

We  have  not  access  to  the  authorities  referred  to  upon  the  ques- 
tion. It  can  readily  be  admitted  that  a  payment  of  any  sum  before 
either  principal  or  interest  of  the  original  debt  became  due,  might 
well  support  an  agreement  for  delay.  Such  payment,  if  made  as 
usury,  could  be  regarded  as  a  payment  upon  the  debt  lawfully  due, 
made  in  advance  of  the  time  when  the  same  could  be  rightfully  de- 
manded, and  it  would,  therefore,  support  a  new  agreement.  The 
proposition,  that  an  agreement  for  delay  in  consideration  of  the 
debtor's  promise  to  pay  an  additional  sum  as  usurious  interest,  will 
be  valid,  provided  the  debtor  pay  the  usury  within  the  time  of 
delay  agreed  upon,  cannot  be  received  without  qualification.  The 
delay  agreed  upon  m  this  case  was  four  months.  The  debtor  gave 
his  note  for  thirty  dollars  usury.  He  might  have  paid  this  on  the 
last  day  of  the  four  months.  The  agreement  for  delay  was  not 
valid  until  the  payment  of  the  money,  and  in  such  case  it  would 
become  valid  at  the  same  time  the  delay  had  expired.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  under  our  law  the  payment  in  such  a  case  must  be  re- 
garded and  held  as  a  payment  upon  the  debt  lawfully  due,  notwith- 
standing the  agreement  of  the  parties  to  the  contrary,  and,  there- 
fore, such  payment  will  not  support  an  agreement  for  delay.  The 
payment  of  the  money  is  as  unlawful  as  the  agreement  to  pay.  If 
paid,  unless  appropriated  to  the  lawful  debt,  it  may  be  recovered 
back  either  by  the  debtor  or  a  judgment  creditor  of  his.  The 
argument,  that  the  debtor  paying  the  usury  does  not  repudiate  the 
contract,  is  not  sound.  The  debtor  might  fail  to  repudiate  the 
contract,  and  insist  upon  the  delay  agreed  upon  ;  this,  if  enforced, 
would  discharge  the  surety,  but  a  creditor  of  the  debtor  might  after- 
ward recover  the  usury  from  the  creditor  receiving  it.  So  that  he 
would  have  been  compelled  to  stand  by  his  contract,  and  yet  lose 
the  consideration.  In  short,  the  creditor  cannot  lawfully  enforce 
the  promise  of  his  debtor  to  pay  usury,  nor  can  he  lawfully  retain 
the  money  if  paid,  except  as  a  payment  upon  the  lawful  debt,  and 
therefore  his  agreement  for  delay  founded  upon  such  a  considerar 
tion  is  not  obligatory  upon  him. 

Judgment  reversed  and  judgment  rendered  here  for  the  plaintiffs, 
allowing  the  credit  of  thirty  dollars.  Judgment  reversed. 
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(1  Lea.  464.) 
L^t  insurance  —  <u$ignabiiUif, 

A  policjr  of  InBonuioe  procured  by  one  on  his  own  life  and  pajftble  to  his 
heirs  is  not  assignable  by  him.* 

A  GREED  case  to  test  rights  ia  a  life  insarance.     The  opinion 
j\    states  the  facts. 

E.  Cooper,  for  complainant 
Warder,  for  defendant. 

CooPBB,  J.  By  a  policy  of  insurance  on  his  own  life,  taken  out 
by  William  Gosling,  the  insurance  company  promised  to  pay  the 
amount  assured,  within  sixty  days  after  his  death,  "to  the  legal 
heirs  of  the  said  William  Gosling."  Afterward,  on  the  18th  of 
September,  1876,  Gosling,  by  a  separate  instrument  and  delivery  of 
the  policy,  transferred  to  Thomas  H.  Caldwell  a  trust  for  the  indem- 
nity of  himself  and  others  as  sureties  for  Gosling.  Gosling  has 
since  died,  leaving  a  widow,  three  children,  and  two  gi*andchildren, 
the  children  of  a  son  who  died  before  him.  The  question  submitted 
by  the  agreed  case  is,  whether  the  grandchildren  for  whom  com- 
plainant is  guardian  are  entitled  to  any,  and  what  share  of  the 
fund  due  upon  the  policy  which  was  paid  by  the  company  to  Cald- 
wall  by  agreement  of  parties.  The  other  children  have,  it  seems, 
released  their  interest  to  the  trustee. 

By  the  act  of  1846,  ch.  216,  §  3,  brought  into  the  Code  as  §g 
2294  and  2478,  a  husband  was  authorized  to  effect  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance on  his  life,  which  should  inure  to  the  benefit  of  his  widow 
and  heirs,  to  be  divided  between  them  according  to  the  law  of  dis- 
tribution, free  from  the  claims  of  creditors.  It  was  made  a  point 
under  these  provisions,  whether  the  husband,  who  had  taken  out 
an  ordinary  policy  of  insurance  on  his  life,  payable  to  himself  or 
personal  representative,  could  assign  the  same  for  the  benefit  of 
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creditors,  or  make  a  disposition  thereof  by  will,  so  as  to  deprive  the 
wife  and  children  of  a  benefit  under  the  statute.  But  it  was 
properly  held  that  statute  was  not  intended  to  deprive  the 
husband  of  the  power  of  disposition  incident  to  the  ownership 
of  the  policy,  and  was  designed  simply  to  exclude  the  claims  of 
creditors  in  case  of  intestacy,  the  amount  assured  being  part  of  the 
assets  of  the  estate.  Eison  v.  Wilkerso7h,  3  Sneed,  565;  Williams 
V.  Corson,  2  Tenn,  Ch.  269,  affirmed  on  appeal.  It  was  strongly 
intimated  in  the  first  of  these  cases  that  if  the  policy  had  been  made 
payable  to  the  widow  and  heirs,  the  proceeds  could  not  have  been 
diverted  from  them,  and  the  authorities  are  uniform  to  this  effect. 
Oould  V.  Emerson,  99  Mass.  154;  Eadie  v.  Slimmon,  26  N.  Y.  9; 
Con7i,  Mut  Life  Ins,  Co.  v.  Burroughs,  34  Conn.  305;  Ruppert  v. 
Union  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  7  Robt.  155;  Frat.  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Apple- 
gate,  It  Ohio  St.  292.  The  principle  which  underlies  these  decis- 
ions is,  that  when  the  policy  is  issued  the  rights  are  vested,  and 
cannot  be  divested  without  the  consent  of  those  to  whom  they  are 
secured.  The  same  rule  applies  where  the  policy  issued  to  the 
party  himself  has  been  assigned  by  an  executed  contract,  though 
voluntary.  Fortescue  v.  Barnett,  2  M.  &  K.  36;  HarrisonY.  Mo- 
Carskey,  2  Md.  Ch.  34  ;  McCop  v.  Noyes,  3  Bradf.  139. 

The  word  "  heirs,"  it  is  well  settled,  is  flexible,  and  in  the  case  of 
personalty  means  next  kin.  Vaux  v.  Henderson,  J.  &  W.  388. 
note;  Ward  v.  Saunders,  3  Sneed,  387. 

The  chancellor's  decree,  giving  oae-fifth  of  the  fund  to  the 
grandchildren,  must  be  affirmed. 

Decree  affirmed. 


Lewis  v.  Hubbard. 

aiiea.48S.) 

WwrrarUy  —  condition  preeed&nt. 

Vptm  a  sale  of  a  machine,  with  written  warranty,  and  a  provision  that  in  < 
of  ftdlore  of  the  machine  to  answer  the  purpose,  the  warrantors  were  to  have 
notice  **  at  once/'  in  order  that  they  might  caase  it  to  work  well,  or  furnish 
anotlier  that  would  work  well.  Such  notice  is  a  condition  precedent  to  an 
action  for  breach  of  the  warranty. 
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A  GTION  on  a  promissory  note.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

Cornick  £  Cornicky  for  Lewis  &  Jackson. 
0.  C.  KinQy  for  Hubbard. 

McFarland,  J.  This  suit  was  commenced  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace  upon  a  note  executed  for  the  purchase  of  a  threshing 
machine.  The  verdict  and  judgment  in  the  Circuit  Court  were  for 
the  defendants. 

The  machine  was  sold  by  Lewis  &  Jackson,  the  agents  of  H.  6. 
Mead,  who  was  the  agent  of  the  manufacturers.  The  warranty 
was  in  writing  and  as  follows: 

"  Our  machines  are  fully  guaranteed  to  do  superior  work,  as  rep- 
resented in  our  catalogue;  to  be  made  of  good  material,  and  dura- 
ble, with  proper  care.  If  the  machine  does  not  bear  the  guarantee 
(after  reasonable  trial)  we  are  to  bo  notified  of  the  same  at  once, 
and  if  we  fail  to  make  the  machine  work  well,  or  do  not  furnish 
another  that  will  answer  the  guaranty,  it  may  be  returned." 

The  sale  was  made  about  the  13th  of  July,  1873,  and  the 
machine  delivered  about  that  time.  The  note  sued  upon  was  of 
that  date,  and  due  at  four  months,  for  the  first  payment  on  the 
machine.  Suit  was  brought  upon  the  note  the  28th  of  May,  1874, 
and  judgment  rendered  by  the  justice,  without  objection,  on  the 
3d  of  July,  1874,  and  execution  stayed;  but,  on  the  31st  of  Decem- 
ber, 1874,  the  cause  was  taken  up  to  the  Circuit  Court  by  certiorari, 
{  In  order  to  excuse  this  delay,  the  defendants  and  their  witnesses 
testified  that  they  threshed  with  the  machine  during  the  year  1873, 
that  it  was  defective  and  did  not  do  good  work,  but  they  thought 
at  the  time  that  it  might  be  owing  to  the  fact  that  the  horses  used 
were  too  light.  Hubbard,  one  of  the  defendants,  testifies  that  in 
the  winter  of  1873-4  he  met  Mead  and  told  him  of  the  defects  of 
the  machine,  but  proposed  to  keep  it  and  try  it  during  the  thresh- 
ing season  of  1874,  inasmuch  as  he  supposed  the  defect  might  be 
in  the  horses,  and  that  Mead  agreed  to  this.  Hubbard  proves  that 
the  same  conversation  and  agreement  was  had  with  Jackson,  one 
of  the  firm  of  Lewis  and  Jackson.  This  testimony  is  denied  by 
both  Mead  and  Jackson,  but  we  must  take  it  that  the  jury  has 
found  for  the  defendant  upon  this  question.  The  defendants 
further  testify  that  they  tested  the  machine  again  in  the  year  1874, 
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and  that  it  proved  a  worse  failure  than  before^  and  that  it  is  worth- 
less; but  there  is  no  proof  that  after  the  trial  of  the  machine  in  the 
year  1874  there  was  any  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  or  offer  to  return 
it,  but  the  same  is  still  in  the  possession  of  the  defendants. 

As  correctly  charged  by  the  circuit  judge,  both  parties  are  bound 
by  the  terms  of  the  written  guaranty.  One  of  the  stipulations  was, 
that '  *  if  the  machine  does  not  bear  the  guaranty  (after  reasonable 
trial),  we  are  to  be  notified  of  the  same  at  once,  and  if  we  fail  to 
make  the  machine  work  well,  or  do  not  furnish  another  that  will 
answer  the  guaranty,  it  may  be  returned."  The  plaintiffs  must  be 
held  to  make  good  their  warranty  in  the  manner  and  upon  the 
terms  they  agreed  to  do  so.  That  is,  if  the  machine  did  not  give 
satisfaction  they  were  to  be  notified  at  once,  and  they  were  then  to 
have  the  privilege  of  remedying  any  defect  so  as  to  make  the 
machine  in  accordance  with  their  guarantee,  or  to  furnish  another 
machine,  and  if  they  failed  to  do  this  the  machine  sold  might  be 
returned.  One  of  the  defendants  testifies  that  he  did  notify  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  winter  of  1873-4  that  the  machine  had  not  done 
well,  and  proposed  to  return  it,  but  that  it  was  agreed  that  they 
were  to  try  the  machine  during  another  threshing  season,  as  he 
was  not  himself  certain  but  that  the  defect  was  in  the  horses 
used. 

The  only  legitimate  effect  of  this  testimony  would,  at  most,  be 
to  extend  the  time  for  the  defendants  to  test  the  machine.  But  for 
this  agreement,  they  should  have  tested  it  within  a  reasonable  time 
during  the  year  1873,  and,  in  the  language  of  the  contract,  notified 
the  plain  tiffs  ^'atonce^'  if  it  failed  to  give  satisfaction;  but,  by 
the  alleged  agreement,  they  were  allowed  to  give  it  a  further  trial 
during  the  season  of  1874.  If,  upon  this  further  test,  the 
machine  still  failed  to  give  satisfaction,  it  was  then  the  duty  of  the 
defendants  to  give  the  plaintiffs  notice  at  once,  to  the  end  that 
the  plaintiffs  might  then  have  the  opportunity  to  cure  the  defect 
or  supply  a  new  machine,  in  accordance  with  the  contract.  But, 
according  to  the  proof,  after  making  some  effort  to  run  the  machine 
in  the  year  1874,  the  defendants  abandoned  it  and  stored  it  away, 
but  gave  the  plaintiffs  no  further  notice  and  made  no  further  offer 
to  return  it . 

The  circuit  judge  held  that  a  failure  to  make  an  offer  to  return 
the  machine  deprived  the  defendants  of  the  right  to  return  it,  and 
amounted  to  an  election  to  keep  it  at  what  it  was  reasonably 
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worth  ;  and  in  that  view,  if  the  proof  showed  the  machine  not  to 
be  as  repi*esented,  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  an  abatement  to 
the  extent  of  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the 
actual  value  of  the  machine.  The  jury  have  estimated  this  differ- 
ence at  the  full  price,  as  they  have  allowed  nothing.  The  charge 
would  be  correct  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  warranty  without  the 
special  terms  in  favor  of  the  warrantor  found  in  this  case ;  but, 
under  the  special  stipulations  referred  to,  the  defendants  had  not  the 
right  to  abandon  the  machine  without  notice  to  the  plaintiffs,  and 
without  giving  them  an  opportunity  to  cure  the  defect  or  supply 
another  machine,  and  at  the  same  time  require  them  to  make  good 
the  entire  price,  although  the  defendants  testify  that  the  machine 
is  worthless,  for  all  we  know  the  plaintiffs  might  have  cured  the 
defect,  or  at  least  made  it  valuable  to  themselves,  if  they  had  had 
the  opportunity. 

We  think  the  case  was  not  submitted  under  a  proper  charge,  and 
beside,  the  testimony  does  not  support  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

The  judgment  will  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  awarded. 


Snyder  v.  Summers. 

(1  Lea.  584.) 

A»sumpt%on  by  grantee  of  lien  on  premUea, 

A  owned  land  under  a  deed  on  its  face  subject  to  a  lien  for  unpaid  parcba 
money.  He  conveyed  to  B  an  undivided  fourth  interest  thereof,  with 
warranty,  B  assuming  in  consideration  thereof  to  pay  one-fourth  of  the 
lien  debt.  By  agreement  between  A  and  his  grantors,  the  amount  of  the 
lien  debt  iwas  reduced  to  a  sum  less  than  that  due  from  B,  no  part  of  which 
had  been  paid,  and  the  land  was  sold  to  satisfy  the  lien.  Held,  that  B  was 
not  entitled  to  any  recovery  on  the  warranty  ;  that  he  was  entitled  to  sliare 
In  the  reduction  of  the  lien  debt,  and  liable  to  A  for  one-foarth  thereof  as 
reduced.* 


B 


ILL  in  equity.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

Ed.  Cooper,  for  complainant. 
Wisener  £  Son,  for  complainant 
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GooPEB,  J.  On  the  7th  of  September,  1861,  the  complainant, 
James  S.  Snyder,  bought  from  the  Union  Bank,  at  the  price  of 
$25,000,  certain  lots  in  the  city  of  Chattanooga,  on  which  were 
situated  a  mill  and  distillery,  and  known  as  the  Bell  property.  He 
paid  ($5,000)  dve  thousand  dollars  down,  and  executed  notes,  at 
four  and  five  years,  with  interest  from  date,  for  the  residue  of  the 
purchase-mqpey.  The  bank  conveyed  to  him  the  land  by  deed  in 
fee,  retaining  a  lien  for  the  unpaid  purchase-money.  Snyder  sold 
an  undivided  one-fourth  interest  in  this  property  to  William 
Snyder,  an  undivided  eighth  to  Haldeman,  and  another  eighth  to 
Bruce.  On  the  14th  of  February,  1863,  he  sold  and  conveyed  to 
the  defendant,  W.  W.  Summers,  by  deed  in  fee  with  covenants  of 
warranty,  one  undivided  fourth  of  said  property  for  $7,500  in  Con- 
federate money  then  paid,  and  the  assumption  by  Summers  of  the 
payment  of  one-fourth  of  the  unpaid  debt  to  the  Union  Bank.  At 
the  time,  and  as  part  of  the  transaction,  he  took  the  obligation  of 
Summers  in  the  penalty  of  $10,000,  conditioned  for  the  payment  of 
**  said  one-fourth  of  his  said  liability  to  said  bank,  say  five  thousand 
dollars,  with  all  the  interest  and  damages."  The  recitals  of  this 
instrument,  upon  which  the  defendant's  undertaking  is  made  to 
rest,  and  embodied  in  the  condition,  are  as  follows :  "  The  said 
Snyder  is  indebted  in  these  premises  by  his  seveml  notes  to  the 
Union  Bank  of  Tennessee,  in  the  sum  of  twenty  thousand  dollars, 
one-fourth  of  which,  say  five  thousand  dollara,  I  (W.  W.  Summers) 
assume  to  pay,  with  all  the  interest  and  damages  that  may  accrue 
thereon,  he  having  transferred  to  me,  in  consideration  of  said 
assumption,  and  $7,500  to  him  paid,  an  undivided  one-fourth 
interest  in  his  steam  flouring  mill  and  distillery,  and  brick  recti- 
fying house,  known  as  the  Bell  property,  in  Chattanooga,  Tennes- 
see, with  all  the  rights  and  privileges  unto  them  belonging,  or  to 
said  one-fourth  interest  appertaining,  as  shown  more  fully  by  his 
deed  to  me  of  even  date  herewith." 

The  defendant,  Summers,  went  into  possession  of  the  property 
bought  at  once,  receiving  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  busi- 
ness to  the  extent  of  his  one-fourth  share.  The  business  of  the 
mill  and  distillery  was  at  the  time  profitable,  the  net  proceeds 
being  shared  by  the  joint-owners  and  partners  as  they  were  earned, 
and  so  continued  until  Chattanooga  was  occupied  by  the  Federal 
armies.  During  their  occupation  the  buildings  on  the  land  were 
destroyed.  After  the  war  the  Union  Bank  filed  a  bill  against  Snyder 
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and  others,  to  which  Summers  was  no  party,  to  enforce  its  lieu  for 
the  unpaid  purchase-money,  no  part  of  which  had  been  paid  by 
Summers.  By  the  same  bill  the  bank  attached  other  property  of 
Snyder  in  order  to  cover  any  balance  of  debt  after  exhausting  the 
land  on  which  the  lien  had  been  retained.  Pending  this  suit,  on 
the  22d  of  July,  1869,  the  bank  entered  into  a  written  agreement 
with  Snyder,  by  which  it  agreed  to  take  the  Bell  proj^rty,  and  all 
of  the  individual  property  of  Snyder,  which  had  been  attached, 
except  one  lot,  in  satisfaction  of  the  unpaid  purchase-money,  with 
the  further  stipulation  that  if  Snyder  would  pay  i55,000  the  bank 
would  receive  it  in  full  for  its  debt.  On  the  29th  of  July,  1869,  the 
bank  took  a  decree,  subject  to  this  agreement,  for  $14,740,  the  bal- 
ance then  due,  including  interest,  of  the  original  debt  of  $20,000, 
and  an  order  for  the  sale  of  the  Bell  property,  and  other  property 
surrendered  to  it  by  Snyder.  The  agreement  with  the  bank  was 
communicated  by  Snyder  to  Summers,  and  the  latter  promised  to 
aid  in  raising  the  means  to  pay  the  15,000  agreed  to  be  received  in 
satisfaction  of  the  entire  bank  debt  The  time  of  payment  seems 
to  have  been  extended  at  his  request.  Nothing  was,  however,  done 
in  the  matter.  On  the  30th  of  November,  1869,  the  order  of  sale 
in  favor  of  the  bank  was  executed,  and  the  sales  were  confirmed  oe 
the  25th  of  January,  1870.  The  Bell  property  sold  for  about  $3,000, 
its  value  at  the  time.  The  individual  property  of  Snyder  brought 
in  addition  about  $2,000.  On  the  3d  of  October,  1870,  Snyder 
filed  his  original  bill  in  this  cause  to  hold  Summers  liable  in  his 
obligation  of  the  14th  of  February,  1863,  jurisdiction  l>eing  given 
to  the  Chancery  Court  by  a  conveyance  of  his  property  to  one  of 
his  co-defendants  to  hinder  and  delay  creditors.  The  defendant 
answered  and  filed  a  cross-bill,  claiming  that  his  obligation  should 
have  been  only  for  $2,500  instead  of  $5,000  and  that  it  had  been 
paid  by  him.  He  also  insisted  that  upon  a  partnership  account 
Snyder  would  be  brought  in  debt  to  him.  These  defenses  not 
being  made  out,  as  they  clearly  are  not,  Summers,  on  the  8th  of 
March,  1873,  filed  an  amended  cross-bill,  in  which  he  relies  upon 
the  failure  of  consideration  to  him  by  the  sale  of  the  Bell  property 
under  the  bank  lien,  and  asks  a  recovery  of  the  complainant's 
warranty  of  title  in  his  deed  of  conveyance  of  the  one- 
fourth  interest.  Such  proceedings  were  had  that  on  the  16th 
of  September,  1874,  a  final  decree  was  rendered  in  favor  of  Snyder 
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against  Summers  lor  the  sum  of  $2,273.87,  being  SI, 728. 93  as  of  the 
date  of  the  sale  by  the  bank  with  interest.     The  latter  appealed. 

The  evidence  in  this  cause  rendera  it  certain  that  the  profits  of 
the  mills  and  distillery  property,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
stock  on  hand  and  saved  when  the  Federal  army  entered  Chatta- 
nooga, were  so  divided  between  the  co-owners  and  partners  that 
neither  could  demand  an  account,  and  that  account  would  be  of  no 
advantage  to  the  defendant.  It  is  equally  certain  that  he  never 
paid  either  to  the  Union  Bank  or  to  the  complainant  any  portion  of 
the  purchase-money  of  the  Bell  property.  The  litigation  turns, 
therefore,  on  the  relative  rights  of  the  parties  under  the  deed  and 
obligation  of  the  14th  of  February,  1863.  By  his  deed  of  that 
date,  Snyder  conveyed  one  undivided  fourth  of  the  Bell  property 
to  Summers  in  fee,  with  covenant  of  warranty.  By  his  obligation 
of  the  same  date.  Summers  undertook,  m  part  consideration  of  the 
purchase,  to  pay  his  share  (one-fourth)  of  the  bank  debt,  which 
was  a  lien  on  the  property.  The  substance  of  the  transaction  then 
is,  that  the  vendor,  the  owner  of  tlie  property  subject  to  a  lien  or 
mortgage  in  favor  of  the  bank,  sells  a  part  of  the  property  to  the 
vendee,  in  consideration  of  the  latter,  as  part  of  tlie  purchase- 
money,  paymg  one-fourtli  of  the  prior  lien.  The  rights  of  parties 
under  such  circumstances  are  well  settled. 

Independently  of  contract,  whenever  a  mortgage  debt  forms  a 
part  of  the  consideration  of  purchase,  ec^uity  has  always  implied 
a  promise  on  the  part  of  the  vendee  to  indemnify  the  vendor 
against  the  i>ersonal  obligation  to  pay  the  mortgage  money;  for 
having  become  owner  of  the  estate,  he  must  be  supposed  to  intend 
such  indemnity.  Ttoeddell  v.  Tweddell,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  152;  Narinn 
v.  Wardy  7  Ves.  337;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  40'J: 
Tichenor  v.  Dodd,  3  Green's  Ch.  454.  Of  course  a  positive  promise 
fixes  the  liability  beyond  question,  and  establishes  between  the 
parties  the  relation  of  principal  and  surety.  It  has  been  repeatedly 
determined  that  where  a  person  buys  land  absolutely  for  a  stipulated 
price,  and,  instead  of  paying  the  whole  of  it  to  the  grantor,  is 
lillowid  to  retain  a  part,  which  he  agrees  to  pay  to  a  creditor  of 
the  grantor  having  a  lien  upon  the  land,  the  amount  which  he 
thus  agreed  to  pay  is  his  own  debt,  and  although  the  arrangement 
does  not  discharge  the  grantor  from  liability  to  the  lien  creditor, 
who  is  no  party  to  it,  yet,  as  between  the  grantor  and  the  grantee 
who  has  thus  assumed  the  debt,  the  grantor  is  a  mere  surety. 
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Marsh  v.  Fikey  1  Sandf.  Ch.  210;  s.  c,  on  appeal^  10  Paige,  695; 
Garnsey  v.  Rogers,  47  N.  Y.  239 ;  7  Am.  Eep.  440 ;  Corbett  v. 
Waterman^  11  Iowa,  86  ;  Hebert  v.  Dotissan,  8  La.  Ann.  267.  The 
nndertaking  of  the  purchaser  to  pay  the  lien  debt,  even  if  the 
undertaking  be  in  parol,  would  be  enforced  in  equity,  and  a  cove- 
nant of  warranty  in  his  deed  would  not  estop  the  complainant,  nor 
would  any  other  of  the  usual  covenants,  from  recovering  on  such 
undertaking.  Bolles  v.  Beach,  2  Zabr.  680 ;  Wilson  v.  Kifig,  8  C. 
E.  Green,  160  ;  Bowen  v.  Kurtz,  37  Iowa,  239.  And  a  fortiori  if 
the  promise  be  by  an  obligation  of  equal  dignity  with  the  deed  con- 
taining the  warranty.  Drury  v.  TVeniont  Improvement  Co.,  13 
Allen,  168  ;  Colgin  v.  Henley,  6  Leigh,  85;  Brown  v.  Staples,  28 
Me.  497;  Watts  y.  Welhnan,  2  N.  H.  458;  Morgan  v.  Smith,  11 
HI.  201.  A  stipulation  by  which  a  purchaser  **  assumes  and  agrees 
to  pay "  a  mortgage  has  been  held  to  be  a  contract  not  merely  to 
indemnify  the  grantor,  but  to  pay  the  debt,  and  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain an  action  by  the  promisee,  without  first  having  paid  the  debt* 
Furnis  v.  Durgin,  119  Mass.  600 ;  20  Am.  Rep.  341 ;  Rubens  v. 
Prindle,  44  Barb.  336 ;  Bowen  v.  Kurtz,  37  Iowa,  239.  And  of 
course  such  a  promise  would  sustain  an  action  after  payment 
Mills  V.  Watson,  1  Sweeny,  374 ;  Kinnear  v.  Lowell,  34  Me.  299. 
It  is  not  material  to  the  application  of  these  principles  that  the 
purchaser  should  be  liable  directly  to  the  lien  creditor.  The  weight 
of  authority  is  that  tlie  covenant  of  the  purchaser  to  the  vendor 
to  pay  a  mortgage  is  a  collateral  security  which  inures  to  the  ben- 
efit of  the  lien  creditor  only  by  way  of  equitable  subrogation. 
CrowellY.  Currier,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  152;  Pettee  v.  Peppard,  120 
Mass.  622.  A  purchaser  of  a  portion  of  mortgaged  premises,  who 
assumes  the  payment  of  a  proportionate  share  of  the  mortgage 
debt,  is  to  that  extent  liable  as  the  purchaser  of  the  whole  prop- 
erty. Torrey  v.  Bank  of  Orleans,  9  Paige,  649  ;  s.  c,  on  appeal, 
7  Hill,  260.  The  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  by  the  grantor 
against  his  grantee,  upon  his  promise  co  pay  a  lien  debt,  is  the 
amount  of  the  debt  and  interest  remaining  unpaid.  Furnas  v. 
Durgin,  119  Mass.  600.  The  defendant,  by  his  obligation  of  the 
14th  of  February,  1863,  which  was  of  equal  dignity  as  the  deed 
contemporaneously  executed,  became,  to  the  extent  of  the  $6,000 
assumed,  the  principal  debtor,  the  complainant  becoming  as  to 
him  only  the  surety,  and  if  he  allowed  the  land  to  be  sold  for  that 
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part  of  ,tbe  debt,  it  would  be  his  loss.    The  deed  should  be  read  as 
if  the  obligation  were  incorporated  in  it 

In  that  view,  the  warranty  of  title  contained  in  the  deed 
would  be  against  all  claims  except  the  claim  of  the  Union  Bank, 
to  the  extent  of  the  $5,000  assumed  by  the  yendee.  If,  now,  the 
land  had  been  sold  in  satisfaction  of  the  bank  lien,  for  any  part  of 
the  debt  over  and  above  the  $5,000  assumed  it  is  clear  there  would 
have  been  a  breach  of  the  warranty.  While  the  complainant  might 
have  been  entitled  to  recover  on  the  obligation,  the  defendant 
would  also  be  entitled  to  recover  on  the  warranty.  The  record 
shows,  however,  that  before  any  sale  the  bank  relinquished  a  part 
of  the  debt  so  as  to  reduce  the  amount  below  the  sum  which  the 
defendant  had  obligated  himself  to  pay.  Legally,  therefore,  there 
could  be  no  recovery  on  the  warranty.  But  in  equity  the  reduction 
thus  gratuitously  made  by  the  bank  must  inure  to  the  benefit  of 
all  the  co-owners.  If  the  complainant  had  paid  the  $5,000  agreed 
to  \)0  received  by  the  bank — and  this  was  what  was  substantially 
done  by  the  sale  and  surrender  of  his  property — ^he  could  only  have 
recovered  from  the  defendant  his  share  of  this  burden,  which  would 
be  in  the  proportion  he  would  have  been  bound  for  the  balance  of 
the  debt  had  there  been  no  compromise.  The  whole  unpaid  bal- 
ance on  the  29th  of  July,  1869,  was  $14,740.  Up  to  the  same  date 
the  defendant's  liability  would  have  been,  including  interest, 
$7,366,  almost  exactly  one-half.  Dividing  the  $5,000  in  that  pro- 
portion would  make  the  defendant's  liability  $2,500,  from  which 
must  be  deducted  his  share  of  the  sales,  $750.  The  residue,  $1,750, 
is  so  near  the  sum  found  by  the  chancellor,  $1,728.93,  that  it  is 
not  worth  while  to  change  the  latter. 

The  decree  will  be  afSrmed,  leaving  the  costs  below  to  go  as 
adjudged  by  the  chanoellor.  The  appellants  will  pay  the  costs  of 
tfakooart 

Decree  affirmed. 
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<1  Lea.  640.) 

'Segoiiahle  paper  —  indorttement  after  mtUuri^, 

One  who  indorses  an  ovt-rdut;  note,  at  request  of  the  maker,  in  oonflideratloil 
of  iudulireiu'e  bv  the  payee,  is  liable  as  a  guarantor. 


B 


ILfi  ill  equity  to  liold  (h'fondant  jis  guarantor  of  a  note.     The 
opinion  states  the  facts. 


(roodlelL  House  &  Mrrritl,  for  complainants. 
Lurtouy  Quarks  tic  IhtnieL  for  defendants. 

Cooper,  J.  The  bill  is  filed  to  hold  the  defendant,  N.  L.  Thomag» 
liable  as  security  or  guarantor  of  the  payment  of  a  note,  and  to 
subject  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  recovery  certain  property  con- 
veyed by  him  to  his  son  without  consideration.  It  is  conceded  that 
the  conveyance  will  not  avail  against  the  complainants'  demand  if 
established,  and,  consequently,  that  the  court  has  jurisdiction  of 
the  whole  case  under  the  Code,  section  4288 

On  the  14th  of  February,  1859,  the  defendant,  J.  J.  Thomas, 
executed  his  note  under  seal  to  the  testator  of  the  complainants, 
payable  one  day  after  date,  for  $2,337.  In  the  month  of  Febrnary^ 
1871,  one  of  the  complainants  called  upon  the  said  Thomas  for 
payment  of  the  note,  when  the  latter  proposed,  if  complainants 
would  wait  on  him,  to  give  his  brother,  the  defendant,  N.  L. 
Thomas,  as  **  security  upon  the  note.''  They,  thereupon,  went 
together  to  the  residence  of  N.  L.  Thomas,  and  the  said  N-  L. 
Thomas,  at  the  request  of  J.  J.  Thomas,  wrote  his  name  on  the 
back  of  the  note.  The  testimony  leaves  no  doubt  that  the  object 
of  the  visit,  the  obtaining  of  additional  security  on  the  note  in 
consideration  of  forbearance  of  suit,  was  explained  by  the  debtor 
to  his  brother  before  the  signature  of  the  latter  was  indorsed,  and 
that  the  indorsing  brother  knew  he  wjis  assuming,  and  intendc»d 
thereby  to  assume,  whatever  responsibility  the  act  created.  The 
complainants  did  forbear  to  sue  for  about  a  year,  the  maker  of  the- 
•jote  in   the  nuaiilinie  becoming  insolvent.      No   demand  of  pay-^ 
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ment  of  the  note  was  made  of  the  maker  subsequent  to  the  indorse- 
ment, nor,  of  course,  was  any  notice  of  non-payment  given  to  the 
defendant,  N.  L.  Thomas.  The  words  **I  guarantee  the  payment 
of  the  within  note  "  were  afterward  written,  at  the  instance  of  the 
complainants  and  by  their  counsel,  over  his  name  as  indorsed. 

It  is  not  denied  that  an  agreement  to  forbear  suit  for  an  indefi- 
nite time,  which  would  mean  a  reasonable  time,  or  an  actual  for- 
bearance would  constitute  a  sufficient  consideration  to  sustain  a 
promise  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  a  note.  Tappan  v.  Campbell,  9 
Yerg.  436;  Johnson  v.  Wilmarlh,  13  Mete.  416;  Sto.  on  Prom.  Notes, 
§  186.  And  the  evidence  shows  due  diligence  by  the  complain- 
ants to  collect  their  debt  from  the  maker,  and  that  the  latter 
became  insolvent  before  the  expiration  of  the  reasonable  time  of 
forbearance,  if  these  facts  are  at  all  important  in  determining  the 
rights  of  the  parties.  Something  was  said  in  argument  upon  the 
point  whether  parol  testimony  was  admissible  to  show  the  contract 
between  the  parties.  But  the  decisions  of  this  State,  in  accord 
with  the  weight  of  authority  in  other  States,  are  that,  as  between 
the  immediate  parties,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the 
actual  agreement  upon  which  an  indorsement  of  negotiable  paper 
is  made,  and  that  the  indorsement  may  bo  filled  up  accordingly. 
Comparree  v.  Brochwaxjy  11  Humph.  360;  Iser  v.  Coheii,  1  Bax- 
ter, 421;  Dan.  Neg.  Instr.,  §§  710,  1765;  Sto.  on  Prom.  Notes,  § 
459  ;  Iicy  v.  Simpson,  22  IIow.  341.  And  where  the  promise  has 
arisen  out  of  some  new  consideration  of  benefit  or  harm  moving 
between  the  new  contnieting  parties,  it  is  not  witliin  the  statute 
of  frauds.  Hall  \\  Bodyers,  7  Humph.  536;  Sto.  on  Prom.  Notes, 
§  457.  The  note  under  consideration  is  negotiable  under  our 
«»tatute.  Code,  §  1957.  The  contest  is,  tlierefore,  narrowed  down 
to  the  liability  incurred  by  the  indorsement,  either  implied  by 
law  or  shown  by  the  proof. 

The  decisions  on  the  presumptive  status  of  an  irregular  indorser 
of  a  negotiable  note,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  whatever  of 
intent  or  contract,  are  irreconcilably  m  conflict.  When  nothing 
appears  but  the  instrument  itself  bearing  the  name  of  a  third  per- 
son as  indorser  before  the  name  of  the  payee,  and  the  suit  is  by  the 
indorsee  for  value  before  maturity,  some  courts  treat  such  third 
person  as  a  joint  maker;  some  as  a  surety  or  guarantor  in  the  sense 
of  joint  maker;  some  as  secondarily  liable  as  a  guarantor;  and 
some  as  a  second  indorser.  1  Dan.  Neg.  Instr.,  §  713.  The 
Vol.  XXVn— 99 
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weight  of  authority  is,  perhaps,  at  this  time  in  favor  of  coDsider- 
ing  him,  in  such  case,  as  a  second  indorser.  For  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Massachusetts,  with  which  court  the  doctrine  of  holding 
such  indorser  as  a  co-maker  originated,  afterward  conceded  that,  if 
the  point  were  new,  he  should  be  treated  by  third  pai-ties  simply  as 
a  second  indorser,  leaving  the  payee  and  himself  to  settle  their 
respective  liabilities  according  to  their  own  agreement.  Union 
Bank  v.  Willis,  8  Mete.  504.  13etween  the  payee  and  such  indorser 
the  weight  of  authority,  as  we  have  seen,  is  that  parol  proof  of  the 
facts  and  circumstances  which  took  place  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
actions, and  of  the  intention  and  agreement,  is  admissible.  1 
Dan.  Neg.  Instr.,  §  711.  And  such  is  the  settled  doctrine  of 
this  State,  while  in  the  absence  of  such  proof  our  courts  have 
adopted  the  rule  that  the  irregular  indorser  is  to  be  trcated  only  as 
a  second  indoi'ser.  Comparree  v.  Brockway,  11  Humph.  355; 
Clousion  v.  Barbiere,  4  Sneed,  336;  BrinkUy  v.  Boyd,  9  Heisk.  149; 
L^er  v.  Cohen,  1  Baxter,  421.  In  the  last  of  these  eases,  which  was 
a  suit  by  the  payee  of  a  note  against  the  indorser,  it  was  accord- 
ingly held  that  an  indorser  may,  by  agreement,  enlarge  his  liability, 
and  tlmt  it  is  competent,  upon  the  trial,  to  show  by  parol  evidence 
the  nature  and  extent  of  his  undertaking.  The  indorsement  sued 
on  was  made,  before  the  delivery  of  the  note  to  the  payee,  for  the 
accommodation  of  the  maker,  and  the  evidence  disclosed  the  fact 
that,  when  the  payee  objected  to  the  form  of  the  paper,  the  indorser 
said  it  was  the  same  thing  as  if  he  had  signed  his  name  on  the 
face  of  the  note,  and  he  was  held  liable  as  a  co-maker. 

The  principle  of  our  decisions  is  unquestionably  sound,  though 
there  may  be  some  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  its  application  to 
the  facts  of  one  or  two  of  the  cases.  In  Brickley  v.  Boyd,  9  Heisk. 
149,  there  was  nothing  to  rebut  the  legal  presumption  that  the 
defendant  intended  to  become  a  second  indorser.  **The  proof 
does  not  show,"  says  the  eminent  judge  who  delivers  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  "  any  understanding,  intention,  or  agreement  on  the 
part  of  Brinkley  as  to  the  nature  of  the  liability  assumed  by  him 
in  said  indorsement."  To  the  extent  of  the  actual  rulings  on  the 
facts,  the  decision  is  sustained  by  the  general  principle,  although 
the  payee  of  the  note  may  have  had  reason  to  suppose  from  the 
nature  of  the  transaction,  that  the  defendant  intended  to  assume  a 
higher  grade  of  responsibility,  or,  at  any  rate,  a  responsibility  to 
him.    For  it  may  be  that  the  defendant  was  induced  to  indorse  the 
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note  for  the  accommodation  of  the  maker  under  the  assurance  that 
he  was  to  be  second,  and  not  first  indorser.  As  between  the 
payee  and  the  indorser  whatever  may  be  the  rights  of  inno- 
cent third  parties,  the  former  may  well  be  required  to  know 
that  the  latter  can  only  be  made  liable  to  him  by  agreement,  either 
express  or  fairly  implied  from  the  conversation  between  them^  or 
the  facts  and  circumstances  shown  in  proof. 

in  Oomparree  v.  Brockway,  11  JHumph.  355,  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  payee  had  ever  had  any  interview  with  the  defendant  whom 
he  was  suing  as  indorser,  nor  that  the  witness  examined  was  pres- 
ent  when  the  indorsement  was  made.  The  witness  proved  that  the 
defendant  agreed  to  indorse  the  note  as  accommodation  indorser  of 
the  maker  for  the  payee's  benefit.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  lia- 
bility of  the  defendant  as  indorser  was  fixed  by  demand  andnotice, 
and  it  does  appear  that  the  blank  indorsement  was  filled  up  by  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  by  writing  above  it,  **  for  value  received  I  prom- 
ise the  payment  of  this  note  to  R.  H.  Brockway."  The  opinion  of 
the  court  was  delivered  by  Judge  McKinney,  one  of  the  most 
logical  reasoners  and  accurate  thinkers  of  the  judges  who  have 
])resided  in  this  court  The  logic  of  his  argument  is,  tliat  there  is 
no  sufficient  proof  to  sustain  the  indorsement  as  filled  up,  that  the 
indorsement  is  consequently  a  blank  indorsement,  and  the  defend- 
ant might  have  been  charged  as  indorser.  The  mode  he  suggests 
by  which  the  defendant  might  have  been  charged  as  indorser  is  that 
the  payee  could  have  indorsed  the  note,  thus  making  it  nego- 
tiable and  putting  it  into  circulation,  and  at  the  same  time  taking 
care  to  restrict  his  own  liability.  This  suggestion  is  apparently 
sanctioned  by  the  chancellor  in  the  Court  of  Errors  of  New  York, 
in  HaU  v.  Newcamb,  7  Hill,  416.  But  there  is  a  good  deal  of  point 
in  Senator  Bockee's  reply  in  that  case  to  the  suggestion,  that  "  this 
sort  of  finesse  and  shuffling  game  is  below  the  dignity  of  the  law." 
And  the  point  has  been  directly  ruled  otherwise  upon  a  similar  case 
to  the  one  Judge  McKinney  thought  he  had  before  him,  namely 
a  blank  indorsement  without  more,  before  delivery  to  the  payee, 
in  Phelps  v.  Vischery  50  N.  Y.  66  ;  10  Am.  Rep.  433.  Peeling 
the  narrowness  of  his  standing  ground  Judge  McKinkey,  with 
commendable  caution,  concludes  his  opinion  thus:  **We  gone 
further  than  to  hold  that  a  blank  indorsement  in  a  case  like  the 
present  creates  no  other  liability  than  that  of  an  ordinary  commer- 
cial indorsement ;  and  that  the  indorser,  in  the  absence  of  conn- 


( 


Digitized  by 


Google 


78S  TENNESSEE. 


Rivers  v.  Thomas. 


tcrvailing  proof,  cannot  be  lield  bound  in  any  other  or  different 
form/'  In  this  view,  the  decision  is  in  accord  with  the  general 
principle  recognized. 

la  Clouston  v.  Barbiere,  4  Sneed,  33G,  the  suit  was  by  the  payee 
against  the  indorser  as  a  joint  promisor  with  the  maker.  A  witness 
proved  that  the  note  was  given  for  land  sold  by  the  payee  to  the 
maker,  that  the  defendant,  in  the  presence  of  the  payee,  agreed  to 
go  tlie  maker  security  and  upon  this  consideration  the  payee  agreed 
to  give  up  any  lien  on  the  property  sold.  The  witness  was,  however, 
not  present  when  the  notes  were  given.  Tlie  learned  judge  who 
delivers  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case,  holds  that  the  word 
'^  security  "  might  apply  as  well  to  an  indorsement  as  to  a  liability 
as  co-maker  of  the  note,  and  as  the  defendant  did  become  indorser, 
instead  of  surety  on  the  face  of  the  paper,  he  must  be  treated  as 
an  indorser.  This  case,  he  says,  *'  can  only  be  regarded  as  a  blank 
indorsement  of  commercial  paper,  and  as  such,  could  only  be  filled 
up  with  a  general  indorsement,  leaving  to  the  indorser  all  the  advan- 
tages and  liabilities  incident  to  that  character  and  none  other  or  dif- 
ferent." Conceding  the  correctness  of  this  conclusion,  the  decision 
was  also  in* accord  with  the  principle  recognized  by  our  courts. 

I  am  free  to  say  that  while  conceding  the  correctness  of  the  law 
as  announced  in  these  opinions,  I  think  it  was  wrongly  applied  to 
the  facts  of  these  cases.  There  was  evidence  in  both  of  them  to 
show  knowledge  on  tlie  part  of  the  indorsers  of  the  facts  of  the 
case,  and  an  intention  on  their  pai't  to  become  directly  bound  to 
the  payees  for  the  price  of  the  consideration  received  by  the  makers 
of  the  notes  on  the  faith  of  tlie  indorsements.  If  they  could  not 
be  held  liable  as  indorsers,  and  it  is  conceded  in  the  first  case  that 
ic  could  only  be  done  by  indirection,  what  Senator  Bockee  styles  a 
*^  sort  of  finesse  and  shuffling  game,"  and  it  seems  to  be  taken  for 
granted  in  the  last  case  that  it  could  not  be  done  at  all,  then,  upon 
the  universally  recognized  maxim  "  ut  res  magis  vcdeat  quam  per- 
eal/'  they  ought  to  have  been  held  as  guarantors  or  co-makers.  At 
any  rate,  there  was  enough  evidence  in  both  cases  to  have  gone  to 
the  jury  upon  the  question  of  intent,  and  their  yerdict  would 
doubtless  have  been,  as  it  was  on  the  first  trial  in  the  Brock  way 
case,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs. 

The  case  before  us  differs  from  all  of  these  cases  we  have  beeu 
considering  in  two  respects.  In  the  first  place  the  indorsement 
was  made  after  the  maturity  of  the  note,  and,  therefore,  the  pre- 
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samption  of  law  arising  from  a  blank  indorsement  at  the  inception 
of  negotiable  paper  does  not  arise.  In  the  second  place  the  indorse- 
ment was  made  in  the  presence  of  the  personal  representative  of 
the  payee,  upon  a  new  consideration  then  passing,  and  under  such 
circumstances  as  to  demonstrate  that  the  indorser  intended  to 
become  bound  directly  to  the  payee. 

In  his  masterly  summary  of  the  liabilities  created  by  irregular 
indorsements,  Mr.  Justice  Clifford  says  that  if  the  indorsement 
be  subsequent  to  the  making  of  the  note,  at  the  request  of  the 
maker  pursuant  to  a  contract  with  the  payee  for  further  indul- 
gence, the  indorser  is  liable  as  guarantor.  Rey  v.  Simpson^  22  How. 
341.  In  Vermont  the  courts  hold  the  indorser  liable  as  a  co-maker. 
Strong  y.  RikeVy  16  Vt.  554.  All  the  other  cases  which  I  have  been 
able  to  find  treat  such  an  indorser  as  a  guarantor.  Irish  y.  Cutter,  21 
Me.  536;  Tenney  v.  Priiice,  4  Pick.  385;  Beckwith  v.  Angell,  6  Conn. 
315;  Camden  v.  McKoy,  3  Scam.  437;  Oakley  v.  BoorviaUy  21  Wend . 
588;  Greenoiigh  v.  Smead,  3  Ohio  St.  415;  Sto.  on  Prom.  Notes, 
§§  133,  477;  1  Dan.  Neg.  Instr.  715.  I  find  no  case  where  he  has 
been  treated  simply  as  an  indorser.  And  even  if  the  presumption 
of  law  arising  solely  from  the  indorsement  of  a  past  duo  note  were 
the  same  as  in  the  case  of  an  indorsement  at  the  inception  of  the 
note,  the  facts  and  circumstances  attending  the  indorsement  in  the 
present  instance  would  remove  the  presumption  and  bring  it 
within  the  authorities. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  must  be  reversed  with  costs,  and  a 
decree  entered  here  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 


Bbaithah  v.  Turnpike  Go. 

a  Lea.  704.) 

J}eed — bimndaries —  middle  of  itream. 

A  oonveyance  of  land  bounded  by  a  creek  extends  to  the  center  of  the  mall 
branch  if  an  island  divides  it  into  unequal  branches.* 


B 


ILL  to  test  the  ownership  of  an  island.    The  opinion  states  the 
facts. 


*8m,  as  to  constraoUon  of  grant  bounded  on  a  stream,  LovtngtAon  t.  Cbimty  cf  8L 
Oore  (MIU.  66),  Id  Am.  Bep.  516,  and  note,  604. 
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Wilson  dr  Vertreesy  for  complaiuants 
8cay  £  Blackmore,  for  defendants. 

Cooper,  J.  Bill  filed  to  test  the  ownership  of  an  island  m  Bledsoe 
creek.  The  complainants  own  the  land  on  the  west  bank  of  the 
creek,  and  claim  the  whole  island  as  a  part  thereof.  The  defendant 
owns  the  land  on  the  east  bank,  and  claims  about  one-half  the 
island. 

Prom  a  period  whereof  the  memory  of  man  runneth  not  to  the 
contrary,  the  island  in  controversy  seems  to  liave  been  in  existence, 
varying  at  times  in  heighth  and  size,  but  always  visible  at  ordinary 
stages  of  the  water,  and  only  covered  at  high  floods.  Prom  the  6th 
of  January,  1847,  when  the  title  of  the  complainants  begins,  the 
witnesses  concur  in  thinking  that  the  island  has  been  increasing,  in 
width  toward  the  west,  and  in  length  down  stream  certainly,  and 
perhaps  up  stream  also.  All  the  witnesses  who  speak  on  the  point 
agree  in  a  fact  which  seems  to  militate  against  the  supposed  exten- 
sion up  stream.  They  say  that  there  are  some  large  sycamore  trees 
at  the  upper  end  of  the  island,  standing  upon  roots  now  high  out 
of  the  water,  which  must  have  antedated  the  date  mentioned.  The 
probability  is,  that  the  increase  in  length  has  been  principally  down 
stream,  and  in  width  toward  the  western  bank,  that  bank  being 
low  and  alluvial,  while  the  opposite  bank  is  principally  a  high 
bluff.  The  stream  is  in  one  body  from  an  old  dam  several 
hundred  yards  above  the  island  and  separates  int<»  two  branches  at 
the  head  of  the  island,  the  branch  on  the  east  curving  gently  against 
the  foot  of  the  bluff,  while  the  western  branch  runs  at  present 
almost  at  right  angles  across  the  head  of  the  island.  All  the  wit- 
nesses agree  that  the  east^irn  branch  is  now,  and  has  been  for 
many  years,  the  main  stream,  the  western  branch  toward  the  head 
of  the  island  becoming  dry,  or  nearly  so,  in  very  low  water.  There 
is  a  difference  of  opinion  among  the  witnesses  as  to  whether  the  two 
branches  have  always  been  of  the  same  relative  size.  Several  wit- 
nesses say  that  the  western  branch  was  at  one  time  the  largest,  but 
the  weight  of  testimony  is  that  the  main  stream  has  always  been 
to  the  east  of  the  island,  and  has  always  occupied  the  existing  bed. 
There  is  testimony  tending  to  show  a  gradual  washing  away  in 
freshets  of  the  western  bank  until  stones  were  so  thrown  as  to  pre« 
vent  further  encroachment    I  am  inclined  to  think  the  statement 
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of  John  Branham,  Sr.,  one  of  the  complainante,  in  his  deposition, 
is  substantially  correct.  "  The  west  bank,"  he  says,  "  has  been 
constantly  receding,  how  far  I  can't  state.  With  this  exception, 
and  the  fact  that  the  island  was  not  as  long  as  it  is  now,  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  creek,  banks  and  island  is  about  now  as  it  was 
when  I  went  there."  The  middle  line  between  the  two  banks  as 
they  now  exist  bisects  the  island,  lengthwise,  into  two  nearly  equal 
parts. 

The  grant  of  land  by  the  State,  bounded  by,  on,  or  along  a  stream 
not  navigable,  carries  title  to  the  center  or  thread  of  the  stream 
and  to  an  island  lying  next  to  that  bank  between  it  and  the  middle 
line.  Sltcart  v.  Clark,  2  Swan,  10  ;  Lunt  v.  Holland^  14  Mass. 
149  ;  Luce  v.  Carley,  24  Wend.  451 ;  Claremont  v.  Carleton,  2  N. 
H.  369.  The  same  rule  applies  to  a  private  grant,  where  the 
grantor  owns  the  entire  stream.  Hayes  v.  Bowman,  1  Rand.  417  ; 
King  v.  King,  7  Mass.  496.  The  thread  of  a  stream  is  the  middle' 
line  between  the  shores,  irrespective  of  the  depth  of  the  channel, 
taking  it  in  the  natural  and  ordinary  stage  of  the  water,  at  its 
medium  height,  neither  swollen  by  freshets  nor  sunk  by  drought. 
K  there  be  an  island  on  one  side  of  that  line,  or  if  an  island  form 
there,  it  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  bank  to  which  it  is  nearest, 
and  the  filum  aquce  is  in  the  center  of  the  stream  beyond.  Mis- 
souri V.  Kentucky,  11  Wall.  395  ;  Walker  v.  Board  of  Public  Works, 
16  Ohio,  544.  If  the  island  be  situated,  or  be  formed  so  as  to  cover 
the  middle  thread,  it  would  belong  in  severalty  to  the  owners  of  the 
land  on  each  bank,  according  to  the  original  dividing  line  or  filum 
aqum,  curving  with  the  shores.  Ingraham  v.  Wilkinson,  4  Pick. 
274  ;  Deerfisld  v.  Arms,  17  id.  41 ;  McOullough  v.  Wall,  4  Rich.  68. 
The  existence  of  an  island,  whether  old  or  newly  formed,  necessa- 
rily creates  two  streams,  each  of  which  will  have  its  own  filum 
aqum  us  to  that  part  of  the  stream  in  relation  to  any  new  acquisi- 
tion of  title  to  land  bordering  thereon.  Hopkins  Academy  v.  Dick- 
inson, 9  Cush.  544.  And  gradual  accretions  to  such  an  island,  as 
to  any  new  titles,  would  go  to  the  previous  owner.  Saulet  v.  Shep- 
herd,  4  Wall.  508. 

At  the  time  the  parties  to  this  suit  acquired  their  respective 
titles  to  the  lands  on  either  bank,  the  island  in  controversy  was  in 
existence.  The  defendant  claims  under  a  chancery  decree  made  in 
December,  1873,  directing  tlie  clerk  and  master  to  make  title  in 
accordance  with  a  survey,  the  calls  of  which  are  for  courses  and 
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distances,  fixing  the  line,  it  seems,  at  low-water  mark  on  the  east 
bank  of  the  creek.  Such  a  boundary,  we  have  seen,  would,  at  most, 
carry  title  only  to  the  thread  of  the  eastern  branch  of  the  creek. 
It  is  conceded,  therefore,  that  the  question  is  whether  the  com- 
plainants own  the  whole  island. 

In  1828,  and  again  in  1834,  a  deed  seems  to  have  been  made  of  the 
land  on  the  west  bank  of  the  creek,  the  boundary  lines  of  which 
call  for  low-water  mark  on  the  eastern  bank.  The  deed,  however, 
to  which  complainants  trace  back  their  title,  conveyed  the  land  on 
the  west  bank,  above  the  old  dam  and  extending  down  below  the 
island,  giving  the  creek  boundary  thus  :  "  Beginning  at  a  stake  in 
the  edge  of  the  creek,  thence  down  said  creek,  with  its  several 
meanders,  including  all  the  creek  until  it  passes  where  the  old  dam 
stood,  and  then  half  the  creek  to  a  stake  in  said  creek."  After- 
ward, Jameson,  to  whom  and  the  elder  Branham  the  deed  had  been 
made,  conveyed  his  interest  in  the  property  to  the  complainant. 
John  T.  Branham,  the  line  crossing  the  creek  above  the  dam  to 
the  east  bank,  and  running  down  that  bank  so  as  to  include  the 
whole  creek  to  the  dam.  The  deed  then  proceeds  thus  :  "Thence 
with  the  mill  dam  to  the  center  of  the  creek,  thence  down  the  cen- 
ter of  the  crock  with  its  meanders,  to  a  point  on  a  straight  line  with 
the  first  named  line,  so  that  a  line  running  north  2  1-2®  west  from 
the  middle  of  the  creek  will  strike  the  beginning." 

The  last  deed,  it  will  be  noticed,  calls  for  a  line  down  the  center 
of  the  creek  with  its  meanders.  If  the  stream  is  in  one  body  the 
call  is  for  the  filum  aquw  at  the  ordinary  stage  of  the  water.  If 
the  stream  divides  into  two  branches,  the  call  may  be  for  the  Jilum 
aqnce  as  it  would  have  been  if  the  island,  which  separates  the 
waters,  had  n(»t  existed  ;  or  it  may  mean  the  Jilum  aqum  of  the 
main  channel.  In  Missouri  v.  Kentucky ,  11  Wall.  401,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  take  for  granted  that  the  boundary  of 
States  which  calls  for  the  '*  middle  of  the  river  Mississippi,"  means 
the  middle  of  the  main  channel,  not  the  filum  aqum  measuring  from 
the  outside  bank  on  the  one  side  to  the  bank  on  the  other  side. 
The  inconvenience  of  a  different  construction  is  obvious,  for  it  might 
result  in  running  the  line  through  islands  in  every  imaginable 
direction.  The  same  inconvenience,  magnis  componere  parvis. 
might  follow  the  construction  of  a  private  grant  between  individu- 
als. The  grantor,  unless  he  plainly  said  so,  could  hardly,  by  a  call 
for  the  center  of  a  stream,  be  held  to  intend  to  divide  an  island  into 
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uncertain  fractions  between  him  and  his  grantee.  It  is  more  rea- 
sonable to  suppose  that  the  intention  was  to  follow  the  center  of 
the  main  stream,  the  more  especially  as  a  call  for  the  stream  or  its 
bank  would  carry  title  to  the  middle  thread.  A  call  for  half  of  a 
stream  requires  the  same  construction  in  order  to  avoid  the  like 
evils.  We  are  the  more  willing  to  accept  the  conclusion  in  this  case, 
because  the  evidence  leaves  no  doubt  that  the  owners  of  the  land 
on  the  west  bank,  which  has  been  the  site  of  a  mill  since  early  in 
the  century,  have  always  treated  the  island  as  an  extension  of  the 
low  land  on  their  side,  and  the  loss  in  washing  has  been  from  their 
bank. 
The  decree  below  will  be  reversed  with  costs. 

Decree  reversed. 


Vol.  XXVII— 100 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


INDEX. 


ACTION. 

Por  obflniolliig  l«vy— wlio  may  maintain.]  The  agent  of  a  raihoad 
eompanj  obatmcted  an  officer  in  levying  an  attadunent  npon  goods 
loaded  upon  one  of  Uie  trains  of  the  company,  and  removed  the  goods 
out  of  the  State  by  running  ont  the  train.  Held,  not  to  furnish  a  cause  of 
action  against  the  company,  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  attadi* 
ment.     Western  Railroad  ▼.  Thomae  (Ga.),  411. 

Against  manied  woman.]    See  Makiuaob,  566. 

On  oomity  warrants.]    See  Couivtt  Warrantr,  261. 

To  zeoorer  money  paid  on  cootraot  void  nnder  atsftnto  of  framds.]  8m 
Statute  of  Frauds,  861. 

When  Jnatifioatlon  d  Ifbe!,  groond  oC]    See  Slandbr  ahd  Libbl»  481. 

ADMINISTRATOR. 
Sale  oi  real  estate  by.]    See  Jurisdiction,  161. 

See  Exbcutor  and  Administratob. 

AGENCY. 

h  Undisclosed  prlnoipaL]  Defendant  purchased  of  plaintiff  wheat  on  his 
own  credit,  ordering  it  to  be  cliarged  to  him.  and  stating  that  it  was  for, 
and  to  be  delivered  at.  the  "  Blissville  DistUlery."  Plaintiff  did  not 
luiow  the  proprietors  of  the  distillery.  Subsequently  the  agent  disclosed 
the  names  of  the  principals,  and  the  plaintiff  commenced  an  action 
against  them.  Held^  that  whether  the  principal  was  disclosed  on  the 
sale  was  a  question  of  fact,  and  that  the  subsequent  disclosure  and  action 
against  the  principals  was  not  conclusive  of  an  election  to  hold  them 
alone  responsible,  but  was  evidence  for  the  jury  on  that  contested  iMidL 
OM  V.  Enapp  (N.  T.),  51. 

Declaration  of  agent]    See  Btidbncib,  18. 

Of  hnsband  as  to  wUe^  seperale  property.]    See  m^^»TA^»^,  BB» 

ALIBI. 
BseCBXMxskh  Law,  688. 

ANIMALS. 
IdiMU^  d  oooBMo  oenler  o£]    .S^  CARRnBR^Sa 

ANTENUPTIAL  OONTRAOm 
See  Marriaob,  88. 
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ARREST. 
Afb&r  difoharg*  on  habMs  oorpm.]    See  Habeas  Gobfus,  81& 

ASSAULT, 
bi&nt — liability  for  unintentional  asaaalL]  An  in&nt  is  liable  for  bia  torta 
like  an  adult.  A  charge  of  unlawful  aesault  by  shooting  is  sustained  by 
proof  of  a  shooting,  and  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  an 
intention  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  but  it  is  for  the 
defendant  to  show  an  absence  of  such  intention  or  negligence,  dmnoaif 
y.Besd  (Mo.),  854. 

ASSESSMENTS. 

L  For  local  improvamenta  —  duty  of  oommiaaionera  in  maUng.]  Statutes 
delegating  power  to  charge  the  property  of  individuals  with  the  cost  of 
local  improvements  must  be  strictly  pursued,  and  any  substantial  depart- 
ure from  the  prescribed  formula  vitiates  the  proceedings.  MerriU  v.  VUr 
lage  of  PorUhMter  (N.  Y.),  47. 

fl.  Statutory  oonstruction.]  Commissioners,  appointed  by  legislative  authority 
to  apportion  and  assess  the  cost  of  a  local  improvement,  were  required  by  the 
statute  to  make  oath,  before  entering  on  their  duties,  '*  faithfully  and  fully 
to  discharge  the  duties."  The  oath  taken  was  that  each  would  perform  the 
duties  *' to  the  best  of  his  ability."  In  action  to  restrain  the  collection  of 
the  assessment,  held,  that  their  proceedings  were  illegal  for  defect  in  the 
oath.  R, 

Z*  —  •]  Commissioners,  appointed  by  statute  to  assess  the  cost  of  a  local 
improvement,  were  by  the  statute  required  after  making  the  assessment 
to  publish  notice  of  the  time  and  place  when  and  where  the  parties  could 
be  heard .  The  notice  published  was  tliat  "  all  persons  feeling  themselvee 
aggrieved  must  present  their  objections  in  writing."  Held,  that  the  com* 
missioners  exceeded  their  jurisdiction  in  thus  restricting  the  parties,  and 
that  the  objection  was  not  waived  by  appearing  and  filing  written  objec- 
tions to  two  reports,  which  were  sent  back  for  correction,  a  new  assessment 
being  subsequently  made  with  the  same  requirement  for  written  objeo- 

tiODS.  Ih, 

4i  Bstoppel.]  A  party  who  signs  a  petition  asking  for  the  enactment  of  a  muni- 
cipal  ordinance  for  the  grading  and  paving  of  a  street ;  and  who  is  elected 
and  acts  as  one  of  the  commissioners  in  the  performance  of  the  work, 
selling  the  bonds  of  the  city  and  expending  the  proceeds  In  the  work, 
aud  in  assessing  the  property  benefited,  including  his  own,  ts  estopped 
from  denying  the  validity  of  the  act  of  the  legislature  by  virtue  of  wbich 
the  ordinance  is  passed  or  of  the  mode  of  aaeeaement  thus  adopted.  Pid- 
wa  V.  PiUAurgh  (Penn.),  663. 

See  Taxatiok. 

ASSIGNMENT. 
Of  proapaotive  profits— lights  of  prior  JudgniMift  orsditor.]     An  agricul- 
tural society  assigned  for  the  benefit  of  their  creditors  the  proceeds  of  a 
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ASSIGNMENT  —  Co^Uinued. 
fair  about  to  ta&e  place  on  their  grounds.  Held,  that  such  assignment  was 
▼oid  as  against  the  lien  of  an  execution  issuing  before   the  payment  of 
snch  proceeds  to  the  creditors.     Hiding  v.  Cabell  (W.  Va.),  562. 
Oheok  does  not  operate  as.]  See  Banks.  55. 

ASSIGNMENTS  FOR  BENEFIT  OF  CREDITORS. 

Foreign  assignment  —  delivery  by  mail  — oomity.]  S.,  a  resident  of  this  State 
and  a  creditor  of  W.,  who  resided  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  prepared  and 
sent  to  W,,  for  execution,  a  deed  of  assignment  to  himself,  in  trust  of  all 
the  debtor's  property,  real  and  personal,  situate  in  this  State,  ''  for  the 
benefit  of  all  his  creditors,  under  the  insolvent  laws  of  Ohio,"  which  deed 
W  dnlj  executed  and  placed  in  a  post-office  in  the  State  of  Missouri, 
addressed  to  S.  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  who  received  the  same  by  due  course 
of  mail,  a^d  immediately  entered  upon  the  execution  of  the  trust.  Held, 
the  assignment  waa  complete  and  effectual  to  pass  title  to  the  assignee, 
from  the  time  the  deed  was  placed  in  the  post-office,  as  against  subsequent 
attaching  creditors.    Johnson  v.  Sharp  (Ohio),  529. 

ATTACHMENT. 
Aotlon  for  obstmoting  levy — who  may  maintain.]  See  AcnoN,  411. 

ATTORNEY. 
Power  ci,  by  wifo  to  husband.]  See  Mabriaob,  88. 

ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT. 

Agreement  to  oompensate  attorney -— interest  in  non-aailgnable  oanae  ci 
aotion.]  A  having  sustained  personal  injuries  by  the  negligence  of  B, 
employed  C  as  attorney  to  sue  therefor,  upon  the  agreement  that  C  was 
to  have  a  certain  proportion  of  anj  recovery  for  his  compensation.  C 
notified  B  of  the  arrangement.  The  suit  was  brought,  and  C  settled  with 
A,  and  obtained  his  release.  Held,  that  such  release  waa  a  bar  to  the 
action.    C<mghUn  v.  N,  T.  C.  <fc  H  R.  R.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.),  75. 

Champerty.]  Although  champertous  contracts  are  void,  yet,  as  it  is  an  essen- 
tial element  of  such  a  contract  that  the  attorney  is  to  contribute  to  the 
expenses  of  the  litigation,  an  agreement  merely,  that  the  attomej  is  to 
receive,  as  compensation  for  his  services,  a  portion  of  the  subject-matter  of 
the  litigation,  is  not  champertous.  Duke  v.  Harper  (Mo.),  814,  and  note, 
819. 

AUTREFOIS  ACQUIT. 
8$e  Cbiminal  Law,  80(K 

BAILMENT. 
See  LiSN. 
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BANKS. 

1.  Oheok— equitable  Mdgiimeiit  of  bank  depodt]     A  check  in  the  ordinarj 

form  does  not  operate  as  an  asKignmeut  of  so  much  of  the  drawer's  funds 
in  the  drawee's  hands.  Atlon^y-Generai  v.  Goniineatal  Life  Ins.  Co.  (X. 
Y.),  5o. 

2.  .]  An  iosurance  company  gave  a  check  on  a  trust  company  in  payment 

of  a  loas.  The  company's  deposit  at  the  time  waa  larger  than  the  amount  of 
the  chock.  Before  the  check  was  presented,  n  receiver  of  the  company  drew 
all  tlie  funds  on  deposit.  The  check  not  having  been  drawn  on  a  particular 
fund,  held,  that  the  payee  was  not  entitled  to  payment  hy  the  receiver  in 
preference  to  other  creditors  of  the  company,   lb, 

3.  Oheok  for  illegal  conaideration  —  rights  of  bona  fide  purchaser.]  Pur- 

suant to  an  arrangement  between  an  assignee  and  the  creditors  in  bank- 
ruptcy, a  check  to  his  order,  and  dated  the  day  it  was  dmwn,  was  deposited 
with  a  third  person,  for  delivery  to  the  payee,  on  hin  discharge  as  assignee. 
Fourteen  months  afterward,  on  such  discharge,  it  was  delivered  upon  the 
order  of  the  assignee,  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser.  In  an  action  on  the  check 
by  such  holder,  against  the  drawer,  held,  (1)  that  although  invalid  in  the 
hands  of  the  payee,  it  was  valid  in  the  plaintiff's  hands;  (2)  that  it  had  no 
inception  until  it  was  delivered  to  the  payee,  and  the  plaintitf  was  not  put 
upon  inquiry  as  to  its  prior  date.  Cowing  v.  AUman  (X.  Y.),  70 

4.  Oertifying  check  —  action  against  drawer.]    A  bank  is  liable  on  a  check 

certified  by  it,  whether  the  drawer  had  sufficient  funds  or  not.  French  v, 
Irmn  (Tenn.),  769. 

6.  Oertification  operates  as  payment.]  Where  the  holder  of  a  check  procures 

it  to  be  certified,  this  operates  as  payme;.tof  the  debt  for  which  the  check 
was  drawn  and  the  drawer  is  released  from  liability.  lb. 
6k  Oertification  of  check  not  in  usual  course  of  buaineas.]  A  drew  upon  a 
bank  in  which  he  had  no  funds  a  check  reciting  that  it  was  "  to  hold  as 
collateral,"  etc.  The  cashier  certified  it.  Held,  that  the  bank  was  not 
bound  by  such  certification,  the  check  manifestly  not  being  in  the  usual 
course  of  banking  business.  Dorsey  v.  AbravM  (Penn. ),  657. 

7.  Power  to  purchase  negotiable  paper.]  A  bank,  empowered  to  discount 

negotiable  notes,  has  power  to  purchase^  such  notes.  Pape  ▼.  CapiUd 
Bank  (Kans.),  188. 

8ee  National  Banks. 

BEQUEST. 
See  Will. 

BETTERMENTS. 

See  A88E88MBNTB. 

BILLS, AND  NOTES. 
See  Negotiable  Instriimbnts. 
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BOARD  OF  EDUCATION, 
liability  lor  negUgsDcOi]    See  Nboligbncb,  414. 
Pow«r  o^  as  to  papUa.]    See  School. 

BOND. 
XiaUUty  td  suraty  ^  forged  signature  of  oo-surety.]    See  Subbtt,  214. 

BOUNDARIEa 

I*  PracUoal  location  o£]  Where  the  division  line  between  wo  adjoining 
estates  is  indefinite  or  unascertained,  the  owners  may  effectually  agree 
upon  the  true  boundary,  and  the  line  thud  ascertained  will  control  their 
deeds.     Tamer  v.  Baker  (Mo.),  226,  and  note,  239. 

SL >]  A  jury  may  infer  a  practical  location  of  a  disputed  bbundary  line  by 

agreement,  from  long  acquiescence,  less  than  the  period  necessary  to 
oonstitnte  adverse  possession,  and  from  acts  and  declarations  of  the  par- 
ties. 2b, 

See  Deed. 

BBBACH  OF  PROMISE  TO  MABBY. 
See  Mabriaoe. 

BURGLARY. 
See  Crimikal  Law. 

CARRIER. 

OF  GOODa 

1.  Oontract  relieving  from  negligence.]  In  a  contract  limiting  the  liability 
of  a  common  carrier,  an  exemption  of  liability  for  his  own  negligence 
will  not  be  inferred  unless  unequivocally  expressed.  So  where,  by  a 
contract  of  shipment  of  animals,  a  carrier,  in  consideration  of  a  reduced 
rate  of  freight,  was  released  from  *'  liability  of  every  kind  whatsoever,'* 
by  reason  of  damage  "  from  whatsoever  cause  arising ; "  field,  that  this 
did  noi  include  a  loss  arising  from  the  carrier's  own  negligence.  Mynard 
v.  Syracuse,  etc.,R,  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.),  28. 

fi.  ZJability  as  to  animals.]  A  carrier  of  animals  is  under  the  same  liability 
as  other  common  carriers,  except  where  the  damage  for  which  compensa- 
tion is  sought  is  a  consequence  of  the  conduct  or  propensities  of  the  ani- 
mals.  Jb. 

OF  PA8SENOBR8. 

9.  Oommntation  railway  ticket  for  limited  time  —  rights  of  holder.]  A  com. 
mutation  railway  ticket,  conditioned  to  be  "good  for  1,000  miles ^'  and 
"within  six  months/'  is  not  good  after  six  months,  although  the  holder 
has  not  traveled  1,000  miles  on  it ;  and  where,  after  the  expiration  of  that 
period,  he  enters  the  baggage  car  of  the  company,  and  refuses  to  pay  his  fare 
except  by  presenting  such  ticket,  he  is  a  trespasser,  and  may  be  ejected  at 
any  point,  and  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  statute  which  prohibits 
the  ejection  of  passengers  except  near  a  dwelling-house  or  at  a  station. 
LUUe  V.  St.  LauU,  etc.,  R  R.  Co.  (Mo.),  255. 
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CARRIER  —  Continued. 

4i  Rights  of  pnrnngBT  in  oaboove.]  A  person  got  into  a  caboose  attadied  to 
the  rear  of  a  mixed  freight  and  passenger  train,  and  while  riding  there 
was  killed  by  the  negligence  of  the  railway  company.  The  caboose  was 
forbidden  to  all  but  employees  of  the  company.  The  deceased  was  not 
such  employee,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  he  paid  any  fare.  He^,  that 
the  legal  presumption  was  that  he  was  a  passenger  travelling  ion  con- 
sideration, and  the  company  was  liable  in  damages  for  his  death.  Creed 
V.  Pennsyloania  R.  R.  Co.  (Penn.),  693. 

Diiorimiiiation  as  to  passengen  —  penalty— satiafaotion.]    See  St/ituiort 

GONSTBUCTION,  718. 

CASES  OVERRULED,  DOUBTED  OR  DENIED.    See  ante,  p.  &,. 

CERTIFICATION  OF  CHECK. 
See  Banks. 

CHAMPERTY. 
tie$  Attorney  and  Clibnt.  814. 

CHARACTER. 
See  EviDBNCE. 

CHECK. 
See  Banks  ;  Gift,  521. 

CITY. 
See  Municipal  Corporations. 

CIVIL  DAMAGE  ACT. 
Death  of  intoxicated  peraon.]    In  an  action  under  the  civil  damage  act,  for 
injury  to  means  of  support  in  consequence  of  intorxication  whidi  caused 
the  death  of  the  intoxicated  person,  damages  resulting  from  the  death  "an- 
not  be  recovered.    Davie  v.  Justice  (Ohio),  514.  and  note,  518. 

COMMON  CARRIER. 
See  Carrier. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

X.  Removal  of  member  of  legislature  from  offioe.]  The  Constitation  of 
Kansas  declares  that  each  house  of  the  legislature  "  shall  be  judge  of  the 
elections,  returns  and  qualifications  of  its  own  members."  The  legiala* 
^ure  enacted  that  **  any  State,  district,  city,  county  or  township  officer^  for 
whose  removal  from  office  by  impeachment  there  is  no  provision,"  on  con- 
viction of  intoxication  shall  be  removed  from  office  by  the  court.  The 
Constitution  also  provides  that  "  the  governor,  and  all  other  officers  nnder 
the  Constitution,  shall  be  subject  to  impeachment."  Held^  that  the  act  is 
unconstitutional  as  vesting  in  others  the  power  exclusively  delegated  by 
the  Constitution  to  each  house.  It  seemn  that  members  of  the  legialatare 
are  subject  to  impeachment.    State  ex  rel.  Martin  v.  Gilmore  (Kans.),  189. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW  —  CorUinued. 

g.  Vniioniiityol  taxation.]  Under  a  oon^titational  proyisioii  that  the  rate 
of  taxation  shall  be  uniform  and  equals  tlie  legifllatore  may,  in  dividing 
a  countj  or  townslilp,  relieve  the  personal  property  of  the  detached  terri- 
tory from  all  liability  for  previous  debts  of  the  county  or  township,  while 
continuing  the  liability  of  all  the  other  property.  Oommimonerg  of 
Ottawa  Go.  v.  NeUon  (Kans.),  101. 

3.  Quo  warranto  — Jury  triaL]  In  case  of  quo  warranto  the  defendant  has  no 
constitutional  right  to  a  jury  trial.  State  ex  r^,  Norton  v.  Lupton  (Mo.), 
258. 

4i  Inter-State  oommeroe.]  A  statute  prohibiting  the  transportation  from  one 
State  to  another  of  prairie-chickens,  which  have  been  lawfully  killed,  is 
void  as  in  contravention  of  the  provision  of  the  Federal  Constitution, 
granting  to  Congress  the  power  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several 
States.    8taU  v.  JSaundere  (Eans.),  98. 

ft.  Muniotpal  power  of  taxation— tax  on  express  companies — regulating 
oommeroe  among  the  States.]  A  city  was  authorized  by  its  charter  to 
license,  tax,  and  regulate  merchants,  express  companies,  agents,  insurance 
companies,  etc.  Under  this  power  it  imposed  an  ad  vcUarem  tax  on  the 
gross  annual  receipts  of  an  express  company  derived  from  its  business 
done  in  the  city.  The  business  of  the  company  consisted  in  receiving  goods 
for  transmission  to  points  outside  the  State,  to  which  its  own  line  did  not 
extend.  Held,  (1)  that  the  power  conferred  was  valid  under  the  State  con- 
stitutional provision  enjoining  a  uniform  rule  of  taxation ;  (2)  that  it  was 
not  in  conflict  with  the  provision  of  the  Federal  Constitution  granting  to 
Congress  the  exclusive  power  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several 
States ;  (8)  that  its  exercise  was  valid,  although  the  tax  was  different  from 
that  imposed  on  merchants.  American  Union  Express  Co.  v.  Oity  of  8t, 
Joseph  (Mo.),  882. 

0.  Business  Uoense.]  A  State  statute  requiring  any  person  engaged  in  hiring 
laborers  in  the  State  for  employment  beyond  the  limits  of  the  tame  to 
procure  a  license  and  pay  therefor  one  hundred  dollars,  and  making  it 
penal  to  carry  on  the  business  without  such  license,  is  constitutionaL 
Money  properly  paid  into  the  county  treasury,  by  a  person  who  has  applied 
for  and  obtained  the  license,  cannot  be  recovered  back,  by  mandamus  or 
otherwise.    Shepperd  v.  County  Commissioners  (Ga.),  894. 

%  Taxation  of  steamboats.]  An  annual  tax  in  West  Virginia,  on  the  value  of 
steamboats  plying  between  West  Virginia  and  Ohio,  and  owned  and  hav- 
ing their  home  port  in  the  former  State,  is  not  in  violation  of  the  provis- 
ions of  the  Federal  Constitution  prohibiting  the  States  from  levying 
tonnage  duty  and  securing  to  Congress  the  exclusive  right  to  regulate 
interSute  commerce.  Wheeler,  etc..  Transportation  Go.  ▼•  OUn  of  Whed' 
ing  (W.Va.)  652. 

Siftypoena  to  goreinor.]    See  €k>VBBNOB,  067. 

▼acaiioy  in  offioe.]    JSee  Offick,  806. 
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CONTRACT. 

1.  ^Sc^porioffuBlly"  — pli3riiclan%  wmrwiom.]  A  reqaestad  Bmet  **C 
A&d  his  familj  have  whatever  they  might  want  for  their  support,"  and 
promised  to  paj  him  therefor.  B,  at  the  instance  of  the  famijj,  employed 
a  physician  to  attend  them.  HM^  that  B  could  not  recover  from  A^ 
for  his  services  and  the  medidne  famished  by  him.  €h:atU  v.  Dabnep 
(Eans.),  125. 

dtnaud— insolTeiioy  as  eirldenca  oC]  A  contract  for  the  parchaae  of  gooda 
on  credit,  made  with  intent  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  not  to  pay  for 
them,  is  f  raudolent ;  and  if  the  purchaser  has  no  reasonable  expectatloa 
of  being  able  to  pay,  it  is  equivalent  to  an  intention  not  to  pay.  TaicoU  ▼. 
.  Henderson  (Ohio),  501,  and  noX%  604. 

8.  "-= .]    But  where  the  purchaser  intends  to  pay  and  has  reasonable  expeo- 

tatiOns  of  being  able  to  do  so,  the  contract  is  not  fraadulent,  although 
the  purchaser  knows  himself  to  be  Insolvent  and  does  not  disclose  it  la 
the  vendor,  who  is  ignorant  of  the  fact.  i&, 

AntennptiaL}    See  M/ikbiagb,  22. 

Por  smrvlce.]    See  Master  and  Servant,  7. 

VnUdity  ot]    See  Statutk  op  Fraups. 

CONTRACTOR. 
Bee  Municipal  Corporations,  643 ;  NiBouesiiOB^  (M. 

COUNTY  WARRANTS. 
Admowladgment  of  indebtedness.]  A  county  warrant,  payable  "  out  of  any 
.money  in  the  treasury  appropriated  for  county  expenditures,^'  is  both  a 
judicial  ascertainment  and  a  written  acknowledgment  of  indebtedness  by 
the  county,  and,  if  not  paid,  an  action  may  be  maintained  on  it  whether 
there  is  money  In  the  treasury  to  pay  it  or  not.  International  Bank  v. 
Pranktin  County  (Mo.),  261. 

^                                                CRIMINAL  LAW. 
l.'«lDdiotmant— time,  i>lace  and  parties.]    An  indictment  for  murder  duuged 
that  '*  on  or  about  the day  of >— ,  A.  D.  1871,  at  the  county  of  Jas- 

%  ,per  and  State  of  Missouri/!  defendant  and  W.  S.  **  made  an  assault  on  (I. 
S.  with  pistols,"  wliich,  **  tliey,  said  John  and  William,  in  each  of  their 
right  hands  had  and  lield,  and  did  then  and  there  unlawfully,*'  etc,  *'  and 

.  of  Aw  malice  aforethought,  Bhoot  off  and  discharge  at,"  etc.,  **  and  of  the 
mortal  wounds  inflicted  upon  him  the  said  H.  S.  did  then  and  there 
Instantly  die."  Held,  to  state  time  and  place  with  sufficient  certainty 
and  to  charge  a  joint  o^ense.     State  v.  Steeley  (Mo.),  271. . 

8.  —  nnoertainty  —  dii(|miotive  oonjuootion.]    An  indictment  chaiging  in 
the  words  of  the  statute,  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liqUor,  without  a  license, 
"to  be  drunk  in,  upon  or  about  the  building  or  premlsei  where  sold,**  \m  '* 
bad  for  uncertointy.     Stale  v.  Charlton  (Vy  j  Ya.),  608.  / 
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CRIMINAL  LAW  —  Pontintud. 

3.  Autrefois  acquit.]    Acquittal  in  a  State  court  on  a  prosecution  by  the  State 

forassault  and  battery  will  not  protect  the  accused  from  subsequent  trial 
and  conviction  in  a  municipal  police  court,  under  a  city  ordinance,  upon 
the  charge  of  disorderly  conduct  in  fighting,  though  the  same  transaction 
and  state  of  facts  be  involved  in  both  trials.  McRea  v.  TJu  Mayor  (Qa.), 
890. 

4.  Alibi — ^presumptions  as  to  failure  to  prove.]     An   instruction  to  a  jury  in 

a  criminal  case,  that  an  unnuccessful  attempt  to  prove  an  aUibi  is  an 
attempt  to  manufacture  evidence  which  always  bears  against  the  prisoner, 
is  erroneous.  Turner  v.  Commonwealth  (Penn.),  683. 
6»  Handcuffing  prisoner  during  triaL]  The  mere  fact  that  a  prisoner  brought 
before  the  examining  magistrate  remains  handcuffed  during  the  proceed- 
ings, and  in  that  condition  waives  a  preliminary  examination,  will  not 
support  a  plea  in  abatement  to  the  information  of  the  offense.  State  v. 
Lewis  (Eans.),  113,  and  note,  116. 

&  Bfloape  and  subsequent  acquittaL]  Where  one,  beiug  imprisoned  and 
awaiting  trial  on  a  criminal  charge,  escapes,  and  being  re-arrested  is  tried 
and  acquitted  of  such  charge,  he  cannot  maintain  such  acquittal  in  bar  of 
an  information  for  such  escape,  under  a  statute  providing  for  the  punish- 
ment of  any  person  escaping  "  before  conviction."  lb. 

7.  I>efendant'8  waiver  of  full  panel  of  Jiurors.]    On  the  trial  of  an  indictment, 

the  prosecuting  attorney  proposed  to  go  to  trial  with  less  than  the  legal 
number  of  names  of  jurors  in  the  box  to  be  drawn  from.  The  defend* 
ant's  attorney  consented.  The  prisoner  being  convicted,  held,  that  such 
consent  did  not  validate  the  conviction.     State  v.  Damn  (Mo.),  387. 

8.  Limiting  time  of  prisoner's  counsel  in  addressing  Jury.]     In  the .  trial 

of  a  felony,  whether  the  prisoner  is  heard  through  one  counselor  two,* 
the  length  of  the  argument  in  not  a  matter  for  pre-determination  by  the 
court.  As  argument  progresses  the  court  may  confine  the  range  of  it  to 
the  facts  and  law  of  the  case,  and  may  interdict  idle  repetition  ;  but  so 
long  as  counsel  speaks  to  the  point,  proceeds  in  good  faith,  and  wastes  no 
time,  the  court  should  forbear  to  interfere,  but  leave  the  limits  of  the 
speech  to  the  discretion  of  the  speaker,  until  it  is  manifest  that  the  dis- 
cussion is  complete,  or  the  subject  exhausted.  WUliams  v.  State  ((H.X 
412,  and  note,  413. 

9.  Bvidenoe — ^letters  from  prisoner  to  his  wife.]    On  the  trial  of  an  indict- 

ment, a.  letter  written  by  the  defendant  to  his  wife,  but  not  in  the  custody 
or  control  of  either  of  them,  or  any  representative  of  them,  but  in  the 
custody  and  control  of  the  proseputing  witness,  is  competent  evidence 
against  the  defendant,  although  a  civil  statute  prohibits  husband  and 
wife  from  testifying  to  any  communication  by  one  to  the  other  during 
marriage,  and  a  criminal  statute  extends  the  provisions  in  civil  cases  to 
the  '*  examination  *'  of  witnesses  in  criminal  proceedings.  State  v. 
Biiffinffton  (Kans.),  193. 

10.  Prisoner  as  witness^}  On  the  trial  of  a  criminal  information,  the  pris- 
oner, having  testified  on  his  own  beball* cannot,  on  crossexaminatioo, be 
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CRIMmAL  LAW  —  Continued. 
reqalred  to  disclose  communicatioDs  between  hhnself  and  oonnsel,  la 
respect  to  which  he  did  not  testify  on   his  direct  examination.    State  w. 
White  (Kans.).  187,  and  note,  140. 

11*  Discharge  of  Jury  in  absence  of  prisoner.]    On  a  trial  for  felony  it  is 
proper  for  the  court  to  discharge  the  jury,  in  the  absence  of  the  defend- 
ant, after  they  have  deliberated  without  agreeing  from  four  o'dodL  in  the 
^  afternoon  until  six  o'clock  the  next  morning,  lb, 

12.  Borden  of  proof.]  In  criminal  prosecutions  the  burden  of  proof  remains 
npon  the  State  throughout  the  trial  to  establish  the  guilt  of  the  pris- 
oner beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  upon  the  whole  evidence,  and  an  instruc- 
tion that  if  defendant  iiilled  deceased,  he  is  presumed  guilty  of  murder,  in 
the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  and  that  it  devolves  upon  him  to 
show  a  mitigation  or  justification,  is  erroneous.     8t€Ue  v.  Wingo  (Mo.),  829. 

13«  Absent  witnesses.]  A  witness  for  the  prisoner  having  been  subpoenaed 
on  a  criminal  trial,  and  not  appearing,  a  statement  of  his  supposed  testi- 
mony was  read  by  consent.  Held^  that  the  prisoner  thus  waived  his 
right  to  the  personal  presence  of  the  witness.  I^ate  v.  O'Connor  (Mo.),  291. 

14i  Objections  to  evidence.]  On  a  criminal  trial,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  exclude  improper  evidence  offered  by  the  State,  even  if  not  properly 
objected  to  by  the  prisoner,  lb, 

16*  Verdict  in  absence  d  prisoner.]  After  the  jury  have  dispersed,  with  the 
prisoner's  consent,  leaving  the  verdict  with  the  foreman,  to  be  returned 
by  him  into  court,  it  is  not  indispensable  that  the  prisoner  should  be 
present  when  the  act  of  return  takes  place  in  pursuance  of  the  consent ; 
and  though  he  be  confined  in  jail  at  the  time,  the  verdict  will  not,  on  that 

^       account,  be  illegal.    Smith  v.  State  (Ga.),  898,  and  note,  894. 

16.  Burglary — *<  dweUing-house."]  An  indictment  charged  the  breaking  and 
entering  in  the  night-time  of  a  "  dwelling-house  of  A  and  B,  lieing  copart- 
ners in  business  under  the  firm  name  and  style  of  A  &  B."  It  was  shown 
on  the  trial  that  A  and  B  were  partners,  and  in  their  business  used  and 
occupied  as  stores  the  lower  stories  of  two  adjacent  buildings,  opening 
into  each  other.  A.  with  other  persons,  lived  in  the  upper  rooms,  and 
was  there  at  the  time  of  the  burglary,  but  there  was  no  internal  commu- 
nication between  the  stores  and  the  upper  rooms,  the  latter  being  access- 
ible only  through  a  fenced  yard  and  a  stair-case  leading  thence.  The  break- 
ing was  into  one  of  the  stores.  Held^  (1)  that  the  ownership  was  properly 
charged  as  being  in  a  partnership  ;  (2)  that  the  entry  was  into  a  "dwell, 
ing-house"  within  the  statute  of  burglary,  which  enacts  that  no  building 
shall  be  deemed  a  dwelling-house,  unless  joined  to,  immediately  connected 
with,  and  part  of  a  dwelling-house ;  that  phraseology  being  intended  only 
to  exclude  isolated,  uninhabited  out-houses.      Qtnnn  v.  People  (N.  T.),  87. 

17*  Burglary— constructiTe  breaking.]  The  prisoner,  pretending  to  have  bus- 
iness with  the  occupant  of  a  dwelling-hotise.  gained  admittance  thereto  at 
night,  with  intent  to  commit  a  robbery.  Held,  a  constructive  breaking 
sufficient  to  support  an  indictment  for  burglary  by  breaking  and  entering. 
Johnston  V.  Commonfoealth  (Penn.),  622. 
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CRIMINAL  LAW  —  Continued, 

18.  Burglary  —  opening  inner  door.]  Opening  the  inner  door  of  a  dwelling- 
hoase,  at  night,  with  feloniouei  intent,  constitutes  burglary,  whether  the 
felony  is  to  be  committed  m  the  particular  room  or  in  another.  Holland  v. 
CammoniDecUth  (Fenn.),  Q2Q. 

19.  liarceny — ^taking  and  concealing  property  to  get  reward.]  The  wrong* 
f  ul  taking  and  carrying  away  of  the  property  of  another,  without  his  con- 
sent, with  Intent  to  conceal  it  until  the  owner  offers  a  reward  for  its  return, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  reward,  is  larceny.  Berry  v.  State 
(Ohio),  506. 

20.  Mnrder —  plea  —  relation  of  grand  juror  to  deceased.]  It  is  not  a  good 
plea  to  an  indictment  for  murder,  that  a  member  of  the  grand  jury  which 
found  such  indictment  was  a  nephew  of  the  person  who  was  murdered. 
Stats  V.  Eagter  (Ohio),  478. 

Djiog  deolarationa.]  See  Evidence,  287. 

See  Pabdon,  387 ;  Removai.  op  Cause.  606. 

DAMAGES. 

1.  For  breach  of  warranty  on  sale  of  garden  seeds.]   In  an  action  for  breadi 

of  warranty  on  sale  of  garden  seeds,  the  measure  of  damages  Is  the  dif- 
ference in  value  between  the  crop  raised  and  such  a  crop  as  would  have 
been  raised  had  the  seeds  proved  equal  to  the  warranty.  White  v.  MUler^ 
13. 

2.  Nominal.]    In  case  of  a  breach  of  contract,  actual  damages  not  being 

proved,  nominal  damages   may  be   recovered.     First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tde- 
graph  Co,  (Ohio),  485. 
See  Civil  Damages  Act  ;  Municipal  Corporations,  209 ;   Slander  and 
Libel;  Telegraph, 485. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 
See  Assignment  for  Benefit  of  CRBDiroRa. 

DEED. 

BoundaileB — ^middle  of  stream.]  A  conveyance  of  land  bounded  by  a  creek 
extends  to  the  center  of  the  main  branch  if  an  island  divides  it  into  une- 
qual branches.    Branham  v.  Turnpike  Co.  (Tenn.),  789. 

Aaramption  of  mortgage  by  grantee.]    8(7«;  Mortgage,  5. 

See  Easement,  35. 

DELIVERY. 
See  Sale. 

DEVISE. 
1.  To  husband  and  wife.]    A  devise  to  "  A  and  family  '*  Is  to  A  and  his  wife 

and  children.    HaU  v.  Stephens  (Mo.),  802. 
2*  '— — •]    In  c&se  of  a  devise  to  husband  and  wife,  the  devisees  at  common 
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DEVISE  —  Continued. 
law  are  Joint  tenants,  the  survivor  taking  the  whole  estate ;  and  the  rale 
is  the  same  under  a  statute  abolishing  joint  tenancy    lb, 

3.  .]     In  case  of  a  devise  to  husl^and  and  wife  with  others,  the  husband 

and  wife  take  as  one  person.  lb. 

4.  Sale  of  husband's  interest.]    In  case  of  a  devise  to  husband  and  wife,  or  to 

them  with  others,  tlie  husband's  interest  may  be  sold  on  execution,  suIj- 
Ject  to  the  contingent  survivorship  of  the  wife.  lb. 

See  Will. 

DIVORCE, 
loztediotlon — impeaching  Judgment  collaterally.]  A  decree  of  divorce, 
rendered  in  a  State  where  neither  of  tbe  parties  had  ever  resided,  and 
without  actual  notice  to  the  defendant ,  is  absolutely  void,  and  if  the  lack 
of  jurisdiction  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record,  it  may  be  shown 
by  extrinsic  evidence.    LiUnoich  v.  LUowieh  (Kans.),  145. 

DOWER. 
Iq  partnership —real  estate.]    See  Pabtnbrship,  265. 

DYINO  DECLABATIONa 
See  EviDBNCB,  287. 

EASEMENT. 
Ohange  of  manner  and  place  of  exercise  of^]  Under  a  grant  of  a  right  to 
enter  upon  the  grantor's  lands  and  lay  water-pipe,  without  specifying  the 
place  or  the  size  of  the  pipe,  after  the  grantee  has  once  laid  the  pipe,  he 
cannot  increase  the  size  of  it,  or  lay  it  in  any  other  place.  Onthank  v. 
Lake  S/iore,  etc.,  R.  R  Co.  (N.  Y.),  a5. 

ESCAPE. 
See  Criminal  Law,  113. 

ESTOPPEL. 
From  contesting  assessments  for  local  improvements.]  See  Asbbssmknts  662. 

EVIDENCE. 
L  Oi  declarations  of  agent.]  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of 
warranty  on  the  sale  of  a  chattel,  the  declarations  of  the  vendor's  agent 
that  the  chattel  was  defective,  made  eight  months  after  the  sale,  and  not 
connected  with  any  present  business  transaction,  are  not  admissible. 
WJiite  v.  MiUer  (N.  Y.),  13. 

2.  To  vary  parol  indGrsement.]     Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  change  a 

simple  indorsement  of  a  promissory  note  into  an  indorsement  without 
recourse.     Doolittle  v.  Ferry  (Kans. ),  166. 

3.  Of  good  character  —  when  admissible.]    A  charge  in  the  petition,  that  the 

defendant  has  made  false  and  fraudulent  representations,  does  not  war- 
rant the  introduction  by  the  defendant  of  evidence  of  good  character  in 
action  to  set  aside  a  settlement.     Dudley  v.  McCluer  (Mo.),  273. 
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EVIDENCE  —  Continued, 
r,  ^.  Qsdng  daolivmlicHis.]  On  a  trial  for  murder,  dying  declarations  are  admissi- 
ble in  evidence,  when  made  in  view  of  impending  death  and  after  aban- 
donment of  all  hope  of  recovery,  aa  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  con- 
stituting tlie  res  getta  of  the  homicide,  but  not  as  to  matters  occurring 
anterior  to  and  not  immediately  connected  with  it.  State  v.  Draper  (Mo.), 
287. 
Zietters  from  priaonar  to  his  wile.]    See  Criminal  Law,  193. 

EXECUTION. 
See  Exemptions. 

EXECUTOR  AND  ADMINISTRATOR. 
liability  of^  on   note  signed   as  "  JEIzecutor  of,"  eta]     See  Nbootiablk 

Instruments,  215. 
Of  joint  obligor  —  payment  by  —  effect  on  co-obligors.]     See  Limitations 

OP  Actions,  250. 

EXEMPTION. 

L  IVom  execution.]  Under  a  statute  exempting  from  execution  "  tools  and 
implements  "  of  trade  or  business,  and  "stock  in  trade/*  a  lamp  and  show- 
cases with  their  tables  and  frame,  of  a  watchmaker  and  jeweller,  are 
exempt ;  and  watches  and  jewelry,  manufactured  and  in  process  of  man- 
ufacture by  him,  to  order  or  for  general  sale,  as  well  as  the  material  kept 
for  such  manufacture,  are  also  exempt.  Bequillard  v.  BartleU  (Kans.),  120. 

fl.  Of  partnership  assets.]  On  execution  against  members  of  a  partnership, 
the  defendants  are  not  entitled,  either  jointly  or  severally,  to  an  exemp- 
tion of  the  partnership  assets,  under  a  statutory  exemption,  to  a  certain 
amount  of  "  any  other  property/'  beside  specified  articles  allowed  to  heads 
of  families.     State  ex  rel.  BUlingdey  v.  Spencer  (Mo.),  244,  and  note.  246. 

'S«  Homestead  exemption  —  tenant  house.]  A  house  and  lot  adjoining  the 
homestead  of  the  owner,  in  a  city,  and  by  him  owned  and  rented  to  a 
tenant  not  in  his  employ,  and  occupied  exclusively  by  such  tenant  and  his 
family,  is  not  exempt  under  the  homestead  laws  excepting  one  acre  in  a 
city,  **  with  all  improvements/*  "  occupied  as  a  residence  by  the  family  of 
the  owner,"  although  all  the  land  claimed  to  be  exempt  is  less  than  one 
acre.     Ashton  v.  Jngle  (Kans.),  197. 

4. statutory  construction — head  of  family.]      The   law  provided  that 

'*  each  head  of  a  family  or  guardian  of  a  family  of  minor  children  ''  should 
be  entitled  to  a  homestead.  Held,  that  a  guardian  of  one  minor  child 
was  entitled  to  a  homestead.     Rmmtree  v.  Dennard  (Ga.)  401. 

FIRE  INSURANCE. 
See  Insurance. 

FIXTURES. 

L>  Teat  6L\  In  determining  whether  an  improvement  to  real  estate  is  a  fix- 
ture, the  intention  of  the  party  placing  it  and  the  manner  of  placing  it 
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FIXTURES  —  Continued. 

are  not  oonclosive,  but  much  depends  on  its  object  and  ose.    State  89^ 
inga  Bank  v.  Kireheval  (Mo.),  310. 

A.  Frame  building.]'  As  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  a  frame  build- 
ing, resting  on  wooden  blocks  laid  on  the  ground,  designed  as  an  office  in 
connection  with  a  mill,  but  detached  therefrom,  and  intended  by  the  mort- 
gagor to  be  removed,  is  a  fixture,  although  erected  after  the  execution  of 
the  mortgage;  and  its  removal  will  be  restrained  by  injunction.  Jb. 

8.  Dwelling-lioaae — ^when  personalty.]  A  and  B  made  a  contract,  by  wliich 
A  sold  to  B  a  lot  of  land,  and  B  was  to  enter  into  possession  and  build  a 
dwelling-house  and  make  improvements,  which  were  all  to  remain  on  the 
land  until  B  should  fulfill,  and  if  he  should  not  fulfill,  all  such  improve- 
ments should  become  the  property  of  A.  B  not  having  fulfilled,  assigned 
the  contract  to  C,  who  entered  and  built  a  small  wooden  dwelling-house 
on  low  blocks  of  wood.  Afterward  G  removed  the  house  into  the  high- 
way, assigning  the  contract  to  D,  and  sold  him  the  house  and  he  removed 
it  to  other  land  of  his  own,  and  erected  it  on  a  stone  foundation.  Hdd, 
that  A  could  maintain  replevin  for  the  house  against  D.  Central  Branch 
R.  R,  Co.  V.  PriU  (Kans.),  175. 

FRAUD. 

Oonatractive  fraud— husband  and  wife.]  Two  months  after  marriage  a  wife 
whose  hearing  and  speech  were  defective,  whose  health  was  infirm  and 
whose  mind  was  weak,  conveyed  all  her  real  estate  to  her  husband,  for 
the  consideration  of  one  dollar,  reserving  a  life  estate.  In  the  absence  of 
affirmative  evidence  that  her  action  was  intelligent  and  free  from  undue 
influence,  and  that  his  conduct  was  fair  and  conscionable,  hMt  that  the 
transfer  was  void.     Darlington* 9  Appeal  (Penn.),  726. 

In  purohaae  of  goods — when  insolvency  of  purohaser  is  evidence  o£]  Sm 
Contract,  501 .  , 

See  Statute  op  Frauds. 

FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCE. 
See  Fraud,  726. 

GIFT. 

L  Oheok — assignment  of  fiind  —  revocation.]  The  drawer  of  a  check  deliv- 
ered it  to  the  payee,  intending  thereby  to  give  to  the  payee  the  fund  oo 
which  the  check  was  drawn.  Ueld^  that  until  the  check  was  either  paid 
or  accepted,  the  gift  was  incomplete ;  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  such 
payment  or  acceptance,  the  death  of  the  drawer  operated  as  against  the 
payee,  as  a  revocation  of  the  check.  Simmons  v.  The  Cincinnati  8amng$ 
Society  (Ohio),  521. 

A.  Seal— gift  of  land  by  unsealed  instmment — ^power  of  equity  to  eSectoaieh] 
A  court  of  equity  will  effectuate  a  gift  of  lands  by  a  father  to  his  child, 
evidenced  only  by  an  unsealed  instrument  delivered  to  the  child.  Jfor- 
ling  v.  Marling  (W.  Va.),  585. 
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GOVERNOR. 

1.  Power  of  grand  Jnrj  to  compel  attandanoe  of  governor  by  aabpoeiuu] 
The  governor  ia  the  abaolate  Judge  of  what  official  oommonicationB  to 
the  executive  department  may  be  revealed,  and  of  what  the  official  duties 
of  that  department  are,  and  when  thej  should  be  performed.  Hartranf^t 
Appeal  (Penn.),  667,  and  note,  678. 

& .]    The  governor  and  the  subordinates  of  the  executive  department, 

while  engaged  in  official  duties,  are  not  subject  to  the  subpoena  of  the 
grand  Jar7,  lb. 

GRAND  JURY. 

8e€  GOVIEBNOR. 

HABEAS  CX>RPUa 
BfMonreat  aft«rdia61iazge  on.]  A  discharge  on  habeas  corpus  is  conclusive  and 
not  appealable,  and  the  prisoner  cannot  be  arrested  again  for  the  same 
oflfense.  a»  parte  JUm  (Mo.),  218. 

HIGHWAY. 

Atiandonmewt —  adverse  possession.]  Ten  years'  non-user  of  a  public  high* 
way  does  not  amount  to  an  abandonment  of  the  easement,  nor  does  the  in- 
closure  of  the  roadway  by  the  owner  of  the  adjacent  land  for  the  like 
period  entitle  him  to  retain  possession  of  it.    8t€Ue  v.  (hUf>er  (Mo.X2dS. 

liabilitj  fior  dsleots  ia,]  See  Municipal  Corfobations,  896. 

HOMESTEAD  EXEMPTIONa 
See  Exemptions,  197»  401. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIPE. 
A^Gbdcinal  Law,  193;  Dbvibb,  302  ;  Fraud;  MABBlASBi 

IMPEACHMENT. 
Of  BMBilMSBof  togislatare.]  See  Constitutional  Law»  189. 

IMPLIED  WARRANTY. 
Sm  Nbgotiable  Instruments,  117  ;  Saul 

INDICTMENT. 
See  Criminal  Law. 

INDORSER. 
See  Nbootiablb  Instrumbntb. 

INFANCY. 
1.  BtoMohof  profnise  of  marriage.]  Infancy,  when  pleaded,  is  a  good  defense 
to  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  promise  to  marry.    Rush  v   Wiek  (Ohio\ 
888. 

Vol.  XXVn  — 108 
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INFANCT  —  (JonUmied. 

d»  RalMM  of  patamal  right  of  owtody.]  The  father  of  an  hifaat  mmj,  hf 
▼olantary  oontrad,  release  his  pareDtal  power  over  his  child  to  another. 
Bently  ▼.  Teny  (Ga.),  399. 

Z»  — — .]  The  agreement  to  care  for  the  child,  and  the  fact  that  the  child  is 
taken  when  sick,  and  nursed  into  health  and  strength,  and  supported  prop- 
erly and  comfortably  for  tye  years  are  sufficient  considerations  to  sup- 
port  such  a  contract ;  and  the  contract,  though  made  with  the  wife  by  the 
child's  father,  will  be  enforced  if  acquiesced  in  by  the  husband,  and  is  not 
revocable,  except  for  sufficient  legal  reasons,  such  as  bad  treatment  of  the 
child  and  the  like.  lb. 

4L  Ziiabllity  of  infuit  for  nnlnt.miHonal  assault.]  An  infant  is  liable  for  his 
torts  the  same  as  an  adult,  and  is  therefore  liable  for  an  unintentional 
assault.  Conway  v.  Rud  (Mo.),  354. 

ft.  Undertaking  by  ~  ratification.]  An  undertaking  by  an  infant  as  surety  for 
the  stay  of  execution  is  not  void,  but  only  voidable,  and  when  ratified  by 
him  after  arriving  at  majority,  becomes  a  valid  and  enforceable  contract. 
Uoflmer  v.  Dipple  (Ohio),  496. 

See  LiHiTATioN  op  Actions,  470. 

INJUNCTION. 
WhMi  granted  to  restrain  collection  of  taxes.]  See  TaxatioIT,  54& 

INSANITY. 
Bnioida  induoed  by.]  See  Insurancb,  689. 

INSOLVENCY. 
Whan  evidence  of  fraud  on  purchase  of  goods.]  See  Oohtraot,  50L 
See  Assign MBNT  for  Benefit  of  Orsditobs. 

INSURANCE. 

FIRE. 

1.  Ckmdition  —  waiv«r  —  estoppeL]  A  policy  of  insurance  provided  that  It 
should  be  void  in  case  of  assignment  before  loss,  without  the  consent  of 
the  company  indorsed  thereon.  The  secretary  of  the  company  told  the 
insured  that  he  could  assign  the  policy  without  such  consent.  Held,  that 
this  waived  the  condition.  SioUe  v.  j^na  Fire  and  Marine  Ins,  Co.  ( W. 
Va.),  598,  and  note,  597. 

8i  Knowledge  of  agent —  estoppeL]  A  policy  of  insurance  issued  to  a  mort. 
gagee  contained  a  stipulation  that  if  any  change  took  place  in  the  title  or 
possession,  the  policy  should  be  void.  Without  the  knowledge  of  the  com- 
pany, the  owner  sold  and  conveyed  the  property  and  satisfied  the  mort- 
gage. Held,  that  a  subsequent  assignment  of  the  policy  by  the  mortgagee 
to  the  purchaser,  and  a  vertml  agreement  between  the  latter  and  an  agent 
of  the  company,  having  power  to  make  contracts  and  issue  policies,  that 
such  assigned  policy  shall  have  the  force  and  efiect  of  a  netir  policy  to  the 
purchaser,  will  bind  tiie  company.     Amaeon  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wall  (Ohio),  588^ 
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INSURANCE  —  Continued. 

8.  Sale  of  part  of  snla^Ject.  J  A  policy  of  insurance  provided  tliat  if  the  insured 
should  make  any  other  insurance  on  the  property,  or  any  part  thereof ^  or 
if  the  property  should  be  sold  or  transferred,  or  any  change  should  take 
place  in  the  title  or  possession  thereof,  without  the  company's  consent, 
the  policy  should  be  void  ;  and  that  when  the  property  had  been  sold  or 
otherwise  disposed  of,  so  that  all  the  interests  on  the  part  of  the  insured 
has  ceased,  the  insurance  on  such  property  should  terminate.  Held^  that 
the  insurance  on  the  entire  property  was  not,  by  these  provisions,  for- 
feited by  a  sale  of  a  portion  of  the  property.  Qvarrier  v.  Peahody  Ins. 
Co.  (W.  Va.),  582. 

4.  Statement  of  ownership.]  A  policy  provided,  that  if  the  interest  of  the 
insured  is  not  truly  staled,  or  is  other  than  the  entire  unconditional  and 
Bole  ownership,  it  must  be  so  expressed  iu  the  policy,  under  penalty  of 
forfeiture.  Ileldy  that  the  policy  was  not  rendered  void  by  the  failure  to 
diclose  that  at  the  time  the  policy  issued  there  was  a  deed  of  trust  on  the 
property  insured,  no  inquiry  having  been  made  about  the  state  of  the 
title,  lb. 

6-  Warranty  of  occupation  —  concealment.]  The  description  in  a  fire  insur- 
ance policy,  of  a  building  insured,  as  a  "  dwelling-house,''  is  not,  in  the 
absence  of  misrepresentation  or  concealment  as  to  the  fact  of  occupation, 
a  warranty  that  the  building  is  occupied  as  a  dwelling,  and  the  omission 
of  the  applicant  to  disclose  the  fact  that  the  building  is  vacant,  in  the 
absence  of  any  inquiry  on  that  point,  is  not  a  breach  of  a  condition  that 
any  omission  to  make  known  every  material  fact  shall  avoid  the  |K>n«*v. 
Browning  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  (N.  Y.),  86. 

6.  Transfer  of  property  insured  to  partner.]    A  policy  of  fire  insurance  oa 

partnership  property  contained  a  condition  that  a  sale  or  transfer,  or  any 
change  in  title  or  possession,  of  the  property,  by  legal  process,  judicial 
decree  or  voluntary  transfer,  should  avoid  the  policy.  In  an  action  to  dis- 
solve the  partnership  one  of  the  partners  was  appointed  receiver,  fields 
not  to  avoid  the  policy.     Keeney  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  (N.  Y.),  60. 

7.  Wahrer  of  defect  in  proofs  of  loss.]    A  retention  by  an  insurer  of  proofs 

of  loss  for  thirty  eight  days  without  objection  will  warrant  a  finding  that 
all  objections  thereto  were  waived.  lb. 

8.  Breach  of  warranty  as  to  occupation.]    In  a  fire  policy  the  business  car- 

ried on  upon  the  insured  premises  was  described  as  the  manufacture  of 
bath  tubs.  On  adjoining  premises  the  insured  also  conducted  the  buFi- 
ness  of  sawing  and  planing  lumber,  and  the  shavings  therefrom  were 
carried  by  a  tube  to  feed  the  boiler  furnace  on  the  insured  premises.  HeUl, 
that  this  did  not  amount  to  a  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  sawing  and 
planing  lumber  on  the  insured  premises.  Jb. 

9.  Adjustment  of  loss — waiver.]     The  adjustment  of  loss  by  an  insurer,  with 

full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  operates  as  a  waiver  of  conditions  in  the 
policy  against  other  insurance,  and  requiring  the  certificate  of  a  notary  aa 
a  preliminary  to  payment.     L^ry  v.  Peahody  Ins.  Co.  (W.  Va.).  598. 
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LIFE. 

10.  AppUoatton — mlstalra  of  agent.]    An  applicant  for  life  inanranoe,  haTing 

correctlj  stated  the  date  of  his  birth  to  the  agent,  is  not  prejudiced  by  the 
agent's  mistake  in  writing  the  same  in  the  application.  MeCall  v.  PhcnUm 
Mutvul  Life  Ins.  Co.  (W.  Va.),  558,  and  note,  561. 

11.  Recovery  by  insured  of  premioms  paid  on  lapsed  policies.]  If  a  life 
insurance  company  wrongfully  refuses  to  accept  a  premium  and  deter* 
mines  the  policy,  the  insured  may  treat  the  policy  as  determined,  and 
recover  all  the  premiums  he  has  paid.  lb, 

UL  Local  agents  —  power  to  waive  condition.]  A  policy  of  insurance  pro- 
vided that  it  should  be  void  unless  the  annual  premium  was  paid  on  or 
before  the  day  appointed.  Part  of  a  premium  had  been  paid  to  a  local 
agent,  to  whom  the  duty  of  collecting  the  premiums  was  intrusted,  and 
he,  in  excess  of  his  limited  powers,  had  given  time  for  the  payment  of  the 
balance.  Held,  that  the  policy  was  not  avoided.  Murphy  v.  Southern 
Life  Ins.  Co.  (Tenn.).  761. 

13.  Insurable  interest]  A  policy  of  insurance  procured  by  an  uncle  in 
his  own  favor  upon  the  life  of  his  nephew,  in  which  he  has  no  pecuniary 
interest,  is  void.     Singleton  v.  St.  Louis  Ins.  Co.  (Mo.),  321,  and  note,  327. 

14.  .]    The  burden  of  showing  insurable  interest  is  upon  the  claimant.  lb, 

16.  JEIvidence —  statements  of  insured.]  In  an  action  on  a  policy  in  favor  of 
one  on  the  life  of  another,  statements  of  the  insured  as  to  his  feelings  at 
the  time,  when  not  too  long  before  the  application  to  throw  light  upon 
the  subject,  are  admissible  in  evidence  ;  but  such  statements  as  to  previ- 
ous ill  health  are  inadmissible.  lb, 

16*  Zlvidence.]  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  the  sense  of  the  ex- 
pression: "  spitting  of  blood/'  in  an  application  for  life  insurance.  lb. 

17.  Forfeiture  —  waiver  by  agent  of  cash  payment  of  premium  —  renewaL] 
A  policy  of  life  insurance  contained  the  usual  cause  of  forfeiture  for  non- 
payment of  premiums.  Departing  from  the  strict  rules  of  the  company,  a 
duly  authorized  agent  had  allowed  the  cash  part  of  the  premium  to  be  paid 
one-half  cash,  the  other  half  by  a  short  note.  Upon  the  6th  of  July,  1867, 
the  day  the  premium  was  due,  the  agent  received  the  check  of  assured  for 
the  half  cash  due,  and  a  six  months'  note,  giving  the  renewal  receipt  for  a 
year.  The  note  contained  the  clause  "  if  not  paid  at  maturity  said  policy 
is  to  be  null  and  void."  Neither  check  nor  note  was  paid.  Heldy  (1)  The 
mere  fact  that  the  note  was  not  paid  at  maturity,  did  not  of  itself  avoid 
the  policy.  It  gave  the  insurance  company  the  option  of  declaring  a  for- 
feiture, but  this  option  must  be  asserted  by  clear  and  unequivocal  acts. 
The  clause  of  forfeiture,  being  inserted  in  the  note  for  the  benefit  of  the 
company,  may  be  waived  by  failure  to  act,  or  other  circumstances  evinc- 
ing an  intention  not  to  claim  the  benefit  of  the  stipulation.  Whether  the 
company  has  exercised  such  option,  or  waived  their  rights,  is  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  (2)  The 
assured  is  entitled  to  a  renewal,  upon  tendering  at  the  proper  time  the 
proper  amount  of  premium  due.     This  amount  does  not  include  interest 
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on  premium  notes  previously  given,  where  the  policy  does  not  provide  for 
its  forfeiture  by  reason  of  non-payment  of  such  interest.     The  Mutual 
*  Life  Ins.  Co,  v.  French  (Ohio),  448. 

18«  Assignability  of  poUoy.]  A  policy  of  insurance  procured  by  one  on  his 
own  life  and  payable  to  his  heirs  is  not  assignable  by  him.  Coding  v. 
CaldweU  (Tenn.),  774. 

19.  Soioide  —  insanity.]  A  life  insurance  policy,  conditioned  to  be  void  if 
the  insured  shall  die  by  suicide,  is  not  avoided  by  the  self-destruction  of 
the  assured  when  insane,  although  he  meant  to  kill  himself  and  knew 
that  death  would  result  from  his  acts.^  Connecticut  Mut,  lAfe  Ins,  Co,  ▼• 
Groom  (Penn.),  689.    * 

MABINB. 

do.  Deviation — warranty.]  Where  the*  contract  of  insurance  on  a  steam- 
boat stipulates  for  its  continuance  for  one  year, "  unless  it  is  terminated 
or  made  void  by  conditions  thereinafter  expressed,"  and  contains  a  "  per- 
mission to  navigate  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  rivers  below  Cairo,"  but  con- 
tains no  condition  expressly  avoiding  the  policy  for  navigating  the  boat 
outside  of  the  permitted  waters,  and  the  boat  made  a  trip  outside  of  these 
permitted  waters  and  returned  in  safety  where  she  was  afterward  de< 
stroyed  by  fire,  in  no  way  caused  or  contributed  to  by  such  departure, 
heldy  thaX  the  only  effect  of  such  deviation  was  to  relieve  the  insurer  from 
any  loss  happening  outside  of  the  permitted  waters,  and  that  said  policy 
Vas  not  avoided  thereby,  and  that  after  a  temporary  departure  and  return 
in  safety  to  the  permitted  waters,  the  insurers  are  liable  for  a  subsequent 
loss  covered  by  the  policy,  not  caused  or  contributed  to  by  such  deviation^ 
WUkins  V.  Tobacco  Ins.  Co,  (Ohio).  455. 

INTEREST. 
ftl  action  for  breach  of  warranty.]    In  an  action  for  damages  for  breach  of 
warranty  on  the  sale  of  garden  seeds  ;  interest  on  the  damages  from  the 
time  the  crop  would  have  been  harvested  and  sold  cannot  be  recovered. 
WkUe  ▼.  MiUer  (N.  T.),  13. 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORa 
See  CrviL  Damaob  Act. 

JUDGMENT. 
•~  collateral  impeachment,  for  want  of  Jurisdiction.]  In  an  action 
to  recover  real  estate,  the  plaintiffs  title  was  founded  on  a  sheriffs  deed  exe- 
cuted in  pursuance  of  a  sale  on  execution  on  a  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the 
peace  rendered  by  default,  on  a  constable's  return  of  service  of  the  summons 
by  "  leaving  a  certified  copy  at  the  defendant's  usual  place  of  residence." 
Held,  that  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  the  return  was  false,  la 
that  the  defendant  was  not,  and  had  no  residence,  in  Kansas,  but  was  and 
liad  long  been  in,  and  a  resident  of,  ^e  Indian  Territory.  MdsHnr 
Gray  (Kane.),  149. 
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lip— nhmint  of,  for  laok  of  JogiecUotloii,]    See  Diyaaxm,  145, 
Jiulidlotioii.]    See  Juribdictiok,  161. 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  Administrator^  Mto  of  rwaesUte^notio*  to  iMinb]  Prooeedlngs  f or  the 
sale  of  real  estate  hj  an  administrator  are  not  proceedings  in  rem,  and 
notice  to  the  heirs  is  essential  to  jurisdiction.  Miekei  ▼.  Hieke  (Eans.),  161. 

SL  Raoital  in  Judgment]  A  recital  in  a  judgment  of  "  due  service **  of  a  no- 
tice cannot  prevail  against  evidence  furnished  by  the  same  record  that 
the  notice  was  not  duly  served,  lb, 

8.  Prdbate  ooorts.]  Probate  courts  are  courts  of  record,  with  general,  orig- 
inal and  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  respect  to  the  administration  of  the 
estates  of  deceased  persons,  ai!d  on  these  subjects  their  adjudications  are 
conclusive  in  collateral  proceedings,  like  the  adjudications  of  other  courts 
of  record.    Johnson  v.  Beatley  (Mo.),  276,  and  note,  286. 

4.  -^— .]  In  ejectment,  the  defendant  claimed  under  a  deed  of  the  administra- 
tor of  J.  8.,  appointed  hj  the  probate  court  of  C.  county.  Heid^  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  show  that  the  probate  court  had  not  jurisdiction  to 
make  such  appointment  because  J.  8.  did  not  reside  in  C.  county.  lb. 

In  aotions  fat  divoroo.]    See  Ditorob. 

JURY. 
XMaoharge  o£^  on  £dlnre  to  agree.]    See  Criminal  Law,  187. 
Relation  of  grand  Juror  to  one  murdered — plea.]    See  CRDcnrAL  Law,  478L 
Trial  by,  on  quo  warranta]    See  Constitittional  Law,  258. 
See  Criminal  Law,  887. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

L  Assignment  of  lease — covenant  to  pay  rent]  A  lessee  remains  liable  on 
his  express  agreement  to  pay  rent,  notwithstanding  he  may  have  assigned 
his  lease  with  the  lessor's  assent,  and  the  lessor  has  accepted  rent  from  the 
assignee.    Lodge  v.  WhUe  (Ohio),  492,  and  note,  494 

& .]  But  where  the  obligation  of  the  lessee  to  pay  rent  is  only  that  which 

is  implied  by  law  from  his  occupation  of  the  premises,  his  assignment  of 
the  lease  and  surrender  of  possession  to  the  assignee,  with  the  assent  of 
the  lessor,  extinguishes  the  privity  of  estate  between  the  lessor  and  lee- 
see,  and  the  consequent  implied  liability  of  the  lessee  to  pay  rent,  lb, 

3, .]  The  assent  of  the  lessor  to  such  assignment,  where  nothing  to  the 

contrary  appears,  may  be  implied  from  his  charging  the  rent  to  the  new 
tenant  and  accepting  payment  thereof  from  him.  lb, 

4.  Right  of  tenant  to  acquire  title  as  against  landlord.]  A  tenant,  under  no 
obligation  to  pay  taxes  on  the  demised  premises,  may  acquire  valid  title 
to  the  premises  on  tax  sale  during  the  term,  and  thereby  defeat  his  land- 
lordV  claim  for  subsequently  accruing  rent.  Weiehselbawn  ▼.  O^irM 
(Kans.),  204. 
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LABCENY. 
8es  Criminal  Law. 

LAWTEB. 
A0ATTOBNET  AND  CLinn: 

LIBEL. 
See  Slander  and  Lebbl. 

LICENSE. 
Sm  CONSTiTUTroNAL  Law,  898w 

LIEN. 

IPor  Mnrlom — waiv«r  —  agreement  on  amount]  One  with  whom  fnatariftlg 
are  left  for  manufacture  has  a  lien  on  them  for  his  work ;  such  lien  I0  not 
waived  hy  a  special  agreement  for  the  amount  to  be  paid  for  the  work; 
and  replevin  cannot  be  maintained  for.  such  manufactured  materials  until 
'^jrment  or  tender  of  the  charges.    Mathiae  v.  SeUerei^eusi,)^  728. 

LIFE  INSUBANCE. 
See  Insurance. 

LIMITATION  OP  ACTIONS. 

1.  Pliability  —  ooverlure  suooeeding  in6moy.]  A  statute  provided  that  \t 
tLoy  |>er8on  entitled  to  maintain  ejectment  be  at  the  time  his  title  accrued 
within  the  age  of  twentj-one  jears  or  feme  covert,  he  or  she  maj  bring 
the  action  within  ten  years  after  such  disability  is  removed.  Held,  to 
extend  only  to  disabilities  existing  at  the  time  when  the  right  or  cause  of 
action  first  accrues.     Cazzene  v.  Farnan  (Ohio),  470. 

& .]  Therefore,  where  a  plaintiff  is  under  the  disability  of  infancy  only, 

when  her  right  of  action  first  accrues,  and  afterward  marries  before  she 
becomes  of  full  age,  her  coverture  is  not  available  as  a  disability  within 
the  statute.  Her  action  can  be  commenced  only  within  ten  years  after 
she  becomes  of  full  age.  lb. 

8.  Fayment  by  administrator  o£  one  Joint  obligor.]  Part  payment  upon  a 
bond,  by  the  administrator  of  one  of  the  obligors  before  the  statute  of 
limitations  has  run  against  it,  will  prevent  the  running  of  the  statute  ae 
to  the  other  obligors.    Countj/  of  Vernon  v.  Stewart  (Mo.),  250. 

MABINE  INSUBANCE 
See  Insurance^ 

MABBIAQE. 
!•  Btoeaoh  of  pronlie  of —  infimoy.]    When  pleaded  is  a  good  defense  to  aa 
action  for  the  breach  of  a  promise  to  marry.    Bxuh  ▼.  Wtek  (Ohio),  528. 

^  Begniritea  to  valid  oontraot  ol]  In  the  absence  of  statutory  providon 
pronoondng  such  an  agreement  void,  an  agreement  between  parties 
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to  live  together  as  husband  and  wife,  followed  bj  actual  cohabitation,  i» 
valid,  without  anj  magisterial  or  clerical  solemnixation.  D^er  v.  Bran* 
nock  (Mo.),  959. 

3»  Agency  of  husband  as  to  wife's  separate  property.]  Defendant,  a  married 
woman,  executed  and  deposited  with  a  bank  in  which  she  kept  an  account, 
a  power  of  attorney  authorizing  her  husband  10  **  make,  sign,  indorse, 
and  accept  all  checks,  notes,  drafts  and  bills  of  exchange  for  her  and  in  her 
name."  She  carried  on  no  trade  or  business,  butowued  real  estate,  which 
she  rented.  The  husband,  in  exchange  for  the  plaintiflr.s  check  payable 
to  his  own  order,  gave  them  a  post-dated  check  signed  by  himself  in 
defendant's  name,  wliich  was  dishonored.  In  an  action  thereon,  held,  (1) 
it  was  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  transaction  was  within  the  agent's 
powers  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant's  estate  or  in  her  business  ; 
(2)  the  receipt  and  disposal  by  a  married  woman  of  the  rents  of  her  real 
estate  is  not  the  carrying  on  of  a  trade  or  business  within  the  statute 
authorizing  married  women  to* carry  on  trade  or  business;  (8)  the  power 
of  attorney  did  not  authorize  the  husband  to  create  a  debt  or  charge  it 
upon  his  wife's  entatc*.  and  tlie  giving  such  check  was  not  within  his 
authority.    Nmh  v.  MUehjU  (N.  Y.\  88. 

^  Antenuptial  contract  when  avoided  by  misrepresentation.]  A  procured 
the  execution  by  B,  his  intended  wife,  of  an  agreement  by  which,  in  con. 
siddration  of  $500  to  be  paid  to  her  if  she  survived  him,  she  agreed  to 
relinquish  all  her  rights  In  his  property  and  estate.  He  represented  to 
her,  without  reading,  and  without  her  reading,  the  agreement,  that  she 
was  to  receive  $500  in  cash,  $500  if  she  survived  him,  and  the  deed  of  a 
house  and  lot.  Nothing  whatever  was  ever  given  her  under  the  agree, 
ment.  In  proceedings  after  his  death,  heUd,  that  the  agreement  was  void, 
and  the  widow  was  entitled  to  her  distributive  share  in  his  estate.  Pierce 
V.  Pierce  (N.  Y.),  22,  and  note,  26. 

ft.  — ^.]  Antenuptial  agreements  are  severely  scrutinised  by  |the  courts,  and 
owing  to  the  confidential  relations  of  the  parties,  it  eeeme  that  the  pre- 
sumption is  against  their  validity,  and  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon 
the  husband  to  prove  the  perfect  fairness  of  the  transaction.  lb, 

€•  Married  woman — liability  to  suit]  Under  a  statute  permitting  married 
women  to  take,  hold  and  convey  property  as  if  unmarried,  a  married 
woman  cannot  be  sued  on  a  contract  made  by  her  while  married  and 
Uving  with  her  husband.     Stockton  v.  Faraey  (W.  Va.),  566. 

7«  Note  of  married  woman  —  surety.]  When  the  note  of  a  married  womaa 
is  void  for  coverture,  the  surety  thereon  is  still  liable.  Hiek$  T.  Bm^ 
dol/ph  (Tenn.),  760. 

J>evise  to  husband  and  wife.]    See  Devtsb,  802. 

FVaodnlent  oonve3rance.]    See  Fraud,  726. 

See  Divorce. 
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MASTER  AXD  SERVANT. 
1.  Oontract   fcr   services  —  ezonse    for   non-performanoe  —  illness.]     The 

defendaDts  agreed  with  the  plaintiffs,  proprietors  of  a  theater,  to  furnish 
the  **  Wachtel  Opera  Troupe,"  to  give  a  number  of  performances  in 
their  theater,  the  receipts  to  be  divided  in  a  specified  manner.  Wachtel, 
from  whom  the  company  took  its  name,  and  by  whose  name  it  was 
known,  was  the  leader  and  chief  attraction,  and  his  connection  with  the 
company  was  the  inducement  that  led  the  plaintiffs  to  make  the  agree- 
ment. Wachtel  became  unable  to  sing  in  consequence  of  illness,  and  the 
defendants  consequently  did  not  furnish  the  troupe.  In  an  action  for 
breach  of  agreement,  ?ield,  that  Wachtel's  appearance  was  the  principal 
thing  contracted  for,  and  was  of  the  essence  of  the  contract;  that  plain- 
tiff would  not  have  been  bound  to  accept  the  services  of  the  company 
without  him;  and  that  his  sickness  and  inability  to  sing  constituted  a 
good  excuse  for  non-performance  of  the  agreement.  Spalding  v.  Bo$a 
(N.  Y.),  7. 

a.  Negligence  of  superior  servant  —  liability  of  master.]  The  master  is  lia- 
ble for  an  injury  to  a  servant  resulting  from  the  negligence  of  a  superior 
servant,  while  the  latter  is  discharging  the  duties  of  one  under  his  con- 
trol, to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  act  causing  the  injury  had  been  com- 
mitted by  an  inferior  servant  under  his  directions.  Berea  Stone  Co.  v. 
iTroA  (Ohio),  510. 

Oral  oontracts  for  more  than  a  year.]    See  Statutb  of  Fkaudb,  484 

MECHANICS'   LIEN. 
Municipal  property.]     Unless  expressly  authorized  by  statute,  a  mechanics' 
lien  cannot  be  enforced  against  real  estate  belonging  to  a  municipal  cor- 
poration, and  in  public  use.     Leonard  v.  City  of  Brooklyn  (N.  Y.),  80,  and 
note,  8^5. 

MORTG.AflE. 

Assumption  oi^  by  grantee.]  11.  delivered  to  B.,  a  deed,  in  blank  as  to  the 
grantee's  name,  with  recital  tliat  the  amount  of  a  mortgage  on  the  prem- 
ises waH  deducted  from  the  consideration,  and  that  the  deed  was  subject 
thereto,  and  a  covenant  by  the  grantee  to  pay  it.  The  grantor  having 
authorized  B.  to  insert  any  name  as  grantee,  B.,  witli  defendant's  knowl- 
edge and  assent,  inHerted  defendant's  name,  and  recorded  the  deed,  agree- 
ing tliat  any  profits  arising  from  a  sale  of  the  premises  should  be  applied 
to  an  indebtedness  of  B.  to  the  defendant's  firm.  The  defendant  afterward 
conveyed  the  premises  ;  the  plaintiff  foreclosed  the  mortgage  without 
making  defendant  a  party,  and  a  deficiency  arising,  brought  this  action  to 
recover  upon  the  covenant.  Jleld,  that  defendant,  by  consenting  to  the 
insertion  of  his  name  as  grantee,  assumed  the  position  and  liability  of  a 
purchaser  from  a  grantor,  and  was  liable  on  the  covenant,  and  that  the 
arrangement  with  B.,  being  collateral,  did  not  affect  H.  or  the  plaintiff. 
CampbeU  v.  SmUh  (N.  Y.).  6. 

Aiaumption  of,  by  grantee.]    See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  778. 
Vol.  XXVII  — 103 
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MUNiaPAL  CORPORATION. 

1.  Liability  for  tort— damagM.]    A  municipal  corporation  la  liable  In  daa. 

ages  for  a  lawful  and  authoriied  act  of  its  agents  done  in  an  nnantboriaed 
manner,  but  not  for  an  unlawful  or  prohibited  act,  and  is  not  liable  In 
treble  damages.    Hunt  v.  City  of  BoonnUe  (Mo.),  2W. 

2.  Negligence  —  oontraotor.]    A  city  employed  a  contractor  to  construct  a 

sewer  in  one  of  its  streets.  By  the  contract,  power  was  reserved  to  the 
city  engineer  to  direct  changes  in  the  time  and  manner  of  conducting  the 
work  and  the  contractor  was  held  responsible  to  indemnify  the  city  for 
any  damages  it  should  l>e  subjected  to  in  consequence  of  his  neglect ;  and 
the  contractor  executed  a  bond  to  the  city  for  such  Indemnity.  The 
plaintiff  was  injured  by  falling  into  the  excavation,  carelessly  left 
unguarded.  Eeld,  that  the  city  was  not  liable  to  the  plaintiff  therefor. 
City  of  Erie  v.  CavXkim  (Penn.),  643,  and  note,  647. 

3.  Negligence  —  excavation  at  side  of  alley.]    A  religious  corporation  made 

an  excavation  inadequately  guarded,  at  the  side  of  a  public  alley  in  a  city, 
for  entrance  to  the  basement  of  their  church.  The  plaintiff  fell  into  it 
in  the  dark  and  was  injured,  while  attempting  to  cross  the  alley.  Held^ 
that  the  city  was  liable  to  him  for  the  injury,  although  the  excavation 
was  not  on  the  travelled  portion  of  the  alley.  NibUit  v.  Nashville  (Tenn,), 
755,  and  note,  757. 

Assessments  for  local  improvements.]    Sve  Assbssmbnts  ;  Taxation. 

enforcement  of  mechanics'  lien  against.]    See  Mechanics'  Lien,  80 

Liability  of  school  board  for  negligence.]    See  Neolioence,  414. 

Tax  on  express  companies.]    See  ConstitutionaIi  Law,  382. 

NATIONAL  BANKS. 
Xiiability  as  bailee  for  special  deposit]  In  accordance  with  its  habit,  well 
known  to  the  directors,  a  national  bank  received  from  a  customer  some 
bonds  for  safe-lieeping,  and  ^le  cashier  gave  a  receipt  for  tliem.  The 
bonds  subsequently  disappeared,  but  in  what  manner  was  not  shown,  and 
the  president  and  cashier  assured  the  depositor  that  she  shouH  lose 
nothing,  and  the  interest  was  paid  her  for  two  years.  Held,  that  there 
was  sufficient  evidence  of  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  bank  to  go 
to  the  jury,  and  that  the  bank  was  liable  for  such  gross  negligence  of  its 
officers.     Firaf  Nalional  Bank  v.  Graham  (Penn.),  628. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

1.  Municipal  corporation  —  defect  in  street  —  runaway  horse.]  The 
plaintiflT.s  horse  took  fright,  turned  over  his  buggy,  and  threw  it  down 
the  emlmnkment  of  the  street  upon  which  he  was  driving,  and  thus  he  was 
injured.  Held,  that  if  the  city  was  negligent  in  constructing  the  embank- 
ment, in  not  providing  it  with  necessary  railing  or  other  means  of  protec- 
tion, and  in  not  keeping  the  street  in  safe  condition,  and  such  negligence 
was  the  real  cause  of  the  injury  (the  jury  being  the  judge  of  these  matters 
as  questions  of  fact),  the  plaintiff  had  a  cause  of  action.  City  of  Atlanta 
V.   WiUoh  (Ga.),  396,  and  note,  398. 
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NEaLIGENCE  —  ConHnued, 
d.  Board  of  edncatioii  —  liability  for  negligence.]  A  board  of  education  is 
not  liable  in  its  corporate  capacity  for  damages  for  an  injury  resulting  to 
a  pupil  while  attending  a  common  school,  from  its  negligence  in  the  dis- 
charge of  its  official  duty  in  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  a  common 
school  building  under  its  charge,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  creating  a 
liability.    Finch  v.  Board  of  Education  (Ohio),  414. 

3.  Remote  and  proximate  cause.]  An  oil  train  on  defendant's  railway  was 
thrown  from  the  track  by  a  recent  land  slide,  and  the  oil-tanks  bursting, 
the  oil  became  ignited  and  ran  down  into  an  adjoining  creek,  swollen  by 
recent  rains,  and  flowing  down  the  creek,  set  fire  to  and  destroyed  the 
plaintiflTs  buildings  three  or  four  hundred  feet  distant.  Held,  that  even 
if  defendants  were  negligent,  the  damage  was  too  remote  to  warrant  a 
recovery.    Hoag  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  R,  Co.  (Penn.),  653. 

4i  Safe  deposit 'company  —  evidence.]  A  safe  deposit  company  for  hire 
undertook  to  "  keep  a  constant  and  adequate  guard  and  watch  over  and 
upon  the  burglar  proof -safe."  rented  by  plaintiff,  and  to  protect  its  con- 
tents from  dishonesty  of  the  company's  employees.  Some  bonds  which 
the  plaintiff  had  deposited  In  the  safe  disappeared.  Held,  that  the  com- 
pany was  bound  to  explain  their  absence,  iktfe  Depotit  Company  v.  Pol» 
lock  (Penn.),  660. 

6.  Bxcavation  on  land  acQoining  highway  —  treepasser.]  A  was  making  an 
excavation  by  contract  on  the  laud  of  B,  at  a  point  some  eighty  feet  from 
the  street,  and  ten  or  fifteen  feet  above  its  g^rade.  A  third  person  having 
fallen  into  the  excavation  at  night,  and  crying  for  help,  C  approached  to 
help  him,  fell  into  the  excavation  and  was  killed.  Held,  that  A  was  not 
liable  therefor.     Gh'amliek  v.  Wurst  (Penn. ),  684. 

6.  Contractor  —  coal  hole  open  in  sidewalk.]  The  owners  of  a  sugar 
refinery  employed  a  rigger  to  remove  machinery  from  a  railroad  car  to 
their  refinery.  In  doing  the  work  the  rigger  opened  a  coal  hole  in  the 
sidewalk,  and  left  it  open  a  few  minutes  after  the  work  was  finished.  A 
lad  fell  into  the  hole  and  was  injured.  The  rigger  was  paid  by  the  day, 
and  the  owners  of  the  refinery  neither  directed  nor  interfered  with  the 
manner  of  the  work.  Held,  that  they  were  not  liable  for  the  injury. 
Harrison  v.  Collins  (Penn.),  699.  and  note,  702. 

Of  carrier  —  injury  to  passenger  in  caboose.]     /S^  Carrier,  698. 

0£  contractor  for  municipal  work.]    See  Municipal  Corporation,  642. 

Injury  from  breaking  of  telegraph  pole.]  See  Telegraph  Company,  10; 
See,  also.  Master  and  Servant  ;  Municipal  Corporation  ;  Nuisanck. 

NEGOTIABLE  INSTRUMENTS. 

I.  Implied  warranty  of  genuineness  of  negotiable  instruments.]    One  who 

sells  negotiable  bonds  impliedly  warrants  their  genuineness,  and  in  case 
they  are  Gorged,  is  liable  for  the  return  of  the  purchase-money,  without 
any  offer  to  return  such  bonds,  and  although  the  vendee  has  resold  the 
bonds  at  a  greater  price.     Smith  v.MeNair  (Kans.),  117. 
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NEGOTIABLE  INSTRUMENTS  —  CofUinued. 

2.  Bxacuted    by  executor — deicriptio    personsB.]      An   executor,   for   an 

expeiiHe  couuected  with  his  trust,  executed  a  promissory  note  in  the  ordi-, 
nary  form,  ou  interest,  adding  to  his  signature  the  words,  "  executor  of," 
etc.  Jleld^  that  the  executor  was  liable  individually,  and  not  in  his  repre- 
sentative capacity,  on  the  note.     liiUenhotiHe  v.  Amiturmau  (Mo.),  215. 

3.  Ncte  of  married  woman  —  surety.]     When  the  note  uf  a  married  woman 

is  void  for  the  coverture,  the  surety  on  the  note  in  none  the  less  liable. 
HickH  V.  liatuiolph  (Tenn.),  760 

4.  Indorsement  —  parol  evidence  to  vary  effect  of.]     Parol  evidence  is  inad- 

missible to  change  a  simple  indorsement  of  a  promissory  note  into  an 
indorsement  without  recourse.     DooliUU  v.  Ferry  (Kans.),  166. 

5.  Indoraement  after  maturity.]   One  who  indorses  an  overdue  note,  at  request 

of  the  maker,  in  consideration  of  indulgence  by  the  payee,  is  liable  as  a 
guarantor.     Rivers  v.  Tliomasi^enw.),!^. 

6.  Indorsement  by  stranger  —  evidence  to  define  his  liability.]     When  A 

indorses  a  note  payable  to  the  order  of  B,  at  the  time  it  i8  made,  he  is 
prima  fade  liable  to  B  as  guarantor  or  maker,  as  B  may  elect ;  but  he 
may  show  by  extrinsic  evidence  that  his  intention  was  to  bind  himself 
only  as  guarantor  or  as  second  indorser,  and  thus  limit  his^  liability.  Bnr- 
ton  V.  Hansford  (W.  Va.),  571.  and  note,  580. 

7.  Irregular  indorsement  —  liability  upon.]     A  negotiable  promissory  note 

was  indorsed  by  the  payee  in  the  usual  position.  The  defendant  had 
previously  written  his  name  across  the  back  of  the  note  near  the  ntiier 
end,  in  an  inverted  position,  fields  that  the  defendant  was  liable  as  sec- 
ond indorser.     ArnotVs  Administrat&r  v.  Symond*  (Penn.),  630. 

8.  Discharge  of  principal  discharges  surety.]     A  surety  on  a  promissory  note 

may  plead  in  bar  to  an  action  on  the  note,  a  judgment  discharging  the 
principal  on  account  of  the  illegality  of  the  note.  GUI  v.  Morris  (Tenn.), 
744. 

9.  Revival  of  liability  of  discharged  indorser.]     An  indorser,  whose  liability 

has  not  been  fixed  by  notice,  and  who,  with  knowledge  thereof,  subse- 
quently either  acknowledges  his  liability  or  promises  to  pay  the  note,  is 
bound  by  such  recognition.    Bogart  v.  McClung  (Tenn.),  737. 

10.  Right  of  accommodation  indorser  to  subrogation.]  One  who  has  dis- 
counted negotiable  paper  for  the  maker  cannot  be  compelled  by  the 
accommodation  indorser  to  resort  to  collaterals  belonging  to  the  maker  in 
his  hands  before  resorting  to  him,  although  the  indorser  relied  on  the  col- 
laterals in  making  such  indorsement ;  although  the  holder  knew  of  his 
reliance  and  that  the  indorsement  was  for  accommodation ;  although  the 
proceeds  were  applied  by  the  holder  to  payment  of  other  paper  of  the 
maker ;  and  although  other  parties  are  in  the  same  situation  with  the 
indorser.  The  remedy  of  the  indorser  is  to  pay  the  paper,  and  demand 
and  enforce  the  security.     First  National  Bank  ▼.  Wood  (N.  Y.).  66. 

11.  Waiver  of  protest  of  note  after  dishonor.]  Before  the  maturity  of  a 
promissory  note  the  holder  and  the  accommodation  indorser  had  some 
conversation  about  extending  the  time  of  payment ;  but  no  arrangement 
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NEGOTIABLE  INSTRUMENTS  —  Continued, 
was  made.  The  note  was  not  prepented  for  payment  at  mataritj.  After 
ward  the  holder  and  the  maker  went  to  the  indorser  to  arrange  for  an  ex- 
tension, the  maker  then  a»ked  the  holder  if  he  desired  a  new  note,  and  he 
replied  that  if  it  was  agreed  to,  he  would  let  the  note  stand  as  it  was. 
The  indorser  said,  'Uhen  I  will  waive  protest,"  and  the  holder  thereupon 
agreed  to  the  extension.  Held,  in  an  action  on  the  note  against  the 
indorser,  that  this  would  warrant  a  finding  that  the  indorser  under- 
standingly  agreed  to  continue  to  be  liable,  and  a  nonsuit  was  errone 
ous.  Rots  V.  JJurd  (N.  Y.).  1. 
Note  of  non-commercial  firm  ezeouted  by  one  pcurtner.]  See  P^RTinBBBHiP, 
733;  Banks. 

NOTES. 
Champerty,  by  attorney,  319. 

OonatmotiTe  fraud,  as  between  husband  and  wife,  26,  TM. 
Ck>un8el  fees,  as  damages  in  libel,  528. 
Death,  under  civil  damage  act.  518. 
Dower,  in  partnership  real  estate,  270. 

Duty  of  municipal  corporation  to  keep  safe  margins  of  streets,  757. 
Exemption  from  execution  of  partnership  assets,  246. 
Insolvency  as  evidence  of  fraud  in  contract  of  purchase,  504 
Jurisdiction  of  probate  courts,  286. 
laiability  of  stranger  indorser,  580. 
liiability  to  pay  rent  in  assigned  lease,  494. 
IMe  insurance  —  insurable  interest,  327. 
Limiting  time  of  prisoner's  couusel  in  addressing  jury,  413. 
Obligation  of  State  officers  to  obey  subpoena  of  grand  jury,  678. 
Officer  de  jure,  when  entitled  to  salary,  754. 

Municipal  liability  for  injury  to  runaway  horse  in  defective  street,  808. 
Municipal  responsibility  for  negligence  of  contractor,  647. 
Municipal  taxation  of  farming  lands,  639. 
Practical  location  of  division  lines,  239. 
Prisoners  as  witnei<ses,  140. 
Mechanics'  lien  on  public  buildings,  88. 
Negligence  of  contractor,  702. 
Satisfaction  of  statutory  penalties,  723. 
Shackles  on  prisoner  in  court,  116. 
Verdict  in  absence  of  prisoner,  394. 
Waiver  of  condition  in  insurance  policy.,  597, 601. 
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NUISANCE. 

1.  Baves-drip  —  contributory    negligence.]     The  defeDdant   ro  conntmcted 

and  maintained  the  roof  of  hi8  building,  that  the  water  flowed  therefrom 
upon  the  wall  of  plaintiflTB  adjoinii^  building,  and,  penetrating  it,  dam- 
aged his  goods.  Held,  that  the  fact  that  the  defendant'^  wall  was  ao 
openly  and  loosely  constructed,  aa  easily  to  admit  the  water,  was  no 
defense  to  an  action  for  such  damages.     Ootdd  v.  McKenna  (Penn.),  705. 

2.  CkMTuption  of  water-course.]     The  plaintiff  purchased  a  tract  of  land  in 

the  coal  region,  and  erected  a  residence  upon  it.  A  leading  Inducement  to 
the  purchase  was  a  pure  mountain  stream  of  water  running  through  the 
land.  The  plaintiff'  constructed  a  pond  for  fish  and  ice  upon  it,  and  from 
it  supplied  a  cistern,  a  ram,  and  a  tank  in  the  attic  of  his  house.  Subse- 
quently defendants  opened  a  colliery  on  the  stream  two  miles  above, 
which  corrupted  the  water  and  spoiled  it  for  plaintiff^s  uses,  killed  fish 
and  shrubbery,  corroded  the  pipes  and  compelled  plaintiff's  abandonment 
of  the  water.  Heldy  that  plaintiff  had  a  right  of  action  therefor,  and 
that  a  nonsuit  was  erroneous.  Sanderson  v.  The  Pennsylvania  Coal  Co. 
(Penn.),  711. 
Bzoavation  near  highway.]  See  Nroligbncb,  684;  Municipal  Ck>RPORA. 
TI0N8,  755. 

Telegraph  pole  in  street—  injury  from  breaking  of.]    See  Tulbgraph  Com- 
pany. 10. 

OFFICE. 

1.  Officer  de  facto  —  payment  of  salary  to,  by  county.]    County  commis- 

sioners paid  to  the  county  clerk  de  facto,  claiming  de  jure,  the  salary  of 
his  office.  The  title  to  the  office  was  then  in  litigation  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  commissioners,  and  the  clt»rk  de  facto  was  insolvent.  Held,  that 
the  clerk  ^e  ji^re,  whose  title  was  affirmed,  had  no  cause  of  action  against 
the  county  commissioners  for  t«uch  salary.  Commissioners  of  Saiine  Countf 
V.  Anderson  {K9.ns.),  ITl. 

2.  Officers  de  jure,  when  entitled  to  salary.]     A   city   physician  was  duly 

elected,  but  was  prevented  by  injunction  at  the  suit  of  the  prior  incum- 
bent, from  takiu^r  possession  of  the  office,  and  the  latter  drew  the  salary 
for  some  months  thereafter.  The  injunction  having  been  set  aside,  held, 
that  tlie  former  was  entitled  to  recover  salary  for  that  period  from  the 
city.      Memphis  v.   Woodward  (Tenu.),  750,  and  note,  754. 

3.  Vacancy  in  constitutional  law.]     The  Constitution   of    Missouri   author- 

izes judges  to  hold  office  during  a  fixed  term,  and  until  their  '*  successors  '* 
are  "  elected  and  qualified."  In  case  of  a  "  vacancy  *'  by  death,  the  gov- 
ernor is  to  order  a  new  election.  A,  a  judge,  was  elected  for  a  term  ex- 
piring on  the  first  Monday  of  January,  1875.  In  November,  1874,  B  was 
elected  as  his  successor,  was  duly  sworn,  and  was  a  person  qualified  for 
the  office,  but  two  days  before  the  commencement  of  his  term  he  died. 
Held,  that  A*s  right  to  hold  over  ceased  with  B's  qualification  and  did  not 
revive  with  his  death,  and  ,that  a  new  election  was  authorised.  State  eM 
rel.  Attorney  General  v.  Seay  (Mo.),  206. 
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PARPON 
Revocation.]  A  pardon,  property  attested,  authenticated,  and  delivered,  i» 
irrevocable :  delivery  to  the  person  suing  for  it  is  effectual ;  and  it  is  not 
void  although  not  registered  in  the  oifice  of  the  secretary  of  State,  where 
all  official  acts  of  the  governor  are  required  by  law  to  be  registered.  3b 
parte  Reno  (Mo.).  337 

PARENT  AND  CHILD. 
See  Infancy. 

PARTNERSHIP. 
L  Dower  In  partnership  real  estate.]    A  partnership  bought  and  Improted 

landf*  with  the  paitnership  funds,  and  held  and  treated  them  as  partner* 
ship  property  The  title  was  taken  in  the  individual  names  of  the  part' 
ners.  One  of  the  partners  died,  and  the  firm  being  insolvent,  the  landa 
were  sold  to  pay  the  firm  debts.  Udd,  that  the  widow  of  the  deceased 
partner  was  not  entitled  to  dower  in  such  lands.  WUlet  v.  Brawn  (Mo.), 
205,  and  note,  370 

%  Assiunption  by  one  partner  of  debts  and  pledge  of  property  for  his  own 
debt]  A  partner  in  an  insolvent  firm  sold  his  interest  to  his  copartner, 
who  assumed  the  firm  debts.  The  latter  deeded  all  the  firm  property  to 
secure  a  debt  of  his  own  accruing  previous  to  the  dissolution.  Beld^  that 
a  creditor  of  the  firm  was  entitled  to  payment  out  of  such  property  before 
the  individual  creditor,  and  as  to  the  finn  creditor  such  deed  was  void 
Phelps  V.  McNeely  (Mo.),  378. 

3.  Rights  of  creditors  after  dissolution  and  assumption  of  obligations  by  a 
portion  of  firm.]  One  partner  retired  from  the  firm,  selling  his  interest 
to  the  remaining  partner,  he  agreeing  to  pay  the  firm  debts,  and  having 
sufficient  property  to  do  so.  That  property  having  been  wasted,  a  firm 
creditor,  being  unable  to  enforce  his  claim,  filed  a  bill  to  reach  property 
which  the  outgoing  partner  had  withdrawn  from  the  firm  when  he  retired. 
Held,  that  he  had  no  equitable  lien  thereon.     HollU  v.  Staley  (Tenn.),  759. 

4i  Rights  of  creditors  as  to  partner  assuming  partnersliip  liabilities.]  A  re- 
tiring partner  remains  liable  for  all  the  existing  debts  of  the  firm,  to  the 
same  extent  us  if  he  had  not  retired.  An  agreement  between  him  and 
the  remaining  partners,  or  with  the  new  firm  that  succeeds,  that  they  will 
assume  and  pay  all  such  debts,  while  valid  as  between  the  partners,  has 
no  effect  upon  the  creditors  of  the  old  firm,  unless  they  become  parties 
thereto.     Hnioffon  v,  Taylor  (Ohio).  464. 

S.  .]  R.  held  the  promissory  note  of  the  firm  of  T.  Q.  &  Co.     After  it  was 

given,  some  members  of  the  firm  retired,  leaving  assets  sufficient  to  pay 
all  debts,  and  taking  the  obligation  of  the  succeeding  new  firm,  to  pay 
all  debts  and  save  the  retiring  partners  harmless.  Held,  that  unless  R., 
by  some  valid  contract,  express  or  implied,  had  made  himself  a  party  to  this 
new  arrangement,  or  had  so  acted  as  to  l>e  estopped,  his  rights  on  the  note 
against  all  the  members  of  the  old  firm  remained  unchanged ;  that  while, 
as  between  the  partners  themselves,  the  relation  of  principal  and  surety 
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PARTNERSHIP  —Cowr»nw«f. 
existed,  yet,  as  to  the  payee  of  the  note,  all  were  piindpftlB  and  jolat 
debtors,  altliough  uotire  of  such  obligation  was  brought  home  to  him.  lb, 
0.  -^.]  Where  tlie  payee  of  such  note  has  received  from  the  new  firm  a  chat- 
tel mortgage  of  tlie  partnership  property  sufficient,  if  applied,  to  satisfy 
the  debt,  he  luav.  with  the  assent  of  the  retiring  partners,  release  the 
mortgage,  and  return  the  property  or  its  avails  to  tlie  new  firm,  without 
impairing  his  rii;litM  against  all  the  joint  obligors  on  the  note,  even  though 
he  had  notice  of  t)ie  subsequent  contract  between  the  partners.  lb. 

7.  Noncommercial  —  negotiable  pap«r.]     A  member  of  a  publishing  partner- 

ship  executed  his  note  for  his  individual  debt  and  indorsed  it  in  the  firm 
name  to  a  }Kma  fide  holder.  Held,  that  the  firm  were  not  prima  facie  lia- 
ble  upon  it.     PooUy  v.  Whitmore  (Tenn.),  733. 

8.  Surviving  partner  as  receiver  —  compensation.]    A   surviving  partner, 

appointed  receiver  of  the  partnership  affairs  at  his  own  instance,  is  not 
entitled  to  compensation  as  such  receiver.     Barry  v.  JonM  (Tenn.),  742. 

9.  Notice  of  dissolution.]     Notice  of  dissolution  of  a  partnership  was  pub- 

lished  in  a  newspaper,  and  a  copy  thereof,  with  a  red  line  drawn  about 

the   notice,  was  mailed   to  an  actual  dealer  residing  in  another  place. 

Hdd,  not  alone  sufficient  to  charge  such  dealer  with  notice.    Haynei  r. 

Carter  {Teun.u  747. 
Bxemption  of  assets  from  execution.]    ^See  EIxbmptiohs,  244. 
Transfer  from  one  partner  to  another.]    See  Inburamcb,  00. 

PAYMENT. 
Proonring  clieclc  to  be  certified.]     Where  the  holder  of  a  checiL  procures  it 
to  be  certified,  this  operates  as  a  payment  of  the  debt  for  which  the  check 
was  drawn  and  the  drawer  is   released  from  liability.     French  v.  hrwin 
CTenn.),  7«9. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 
See  Surety. 

PROBATE  COURTa 
See  Jurisdiction,  27S. 

PROMISSORY  NOTK 
8$e  Nbootiablb  iNSTRUMXaTa 

PROTEST. 
8ee  Nbootiablb  iNSTRUMBim. 

QUO  WARRANTO. 
8§e  Comstitutional  Law,  268. 
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RAILROAD. 

—  tdegmph  Une  on  —  right  of  way.]  In  order  to  conetmct  a  tele- 
graph line  along  its  route  for  its  own  use,  a  railroad  company  may  cut  down 
trees  standing  on  its  way,  without  incurring  any  additional  liability  to  the 
original  owner  of  the  land  for  compensation  ;  and  if  such  telegraph  line 
is  constructed  by  the  railroad  company  and  another  for  their  joint  use,  the 
latter,  and  the  latter  alone,  is  liable  to  such  land-owner  for  the  additional 
damage  to  the  land  by  the  use  of  the  telegraph  line.  WeiUm  Union  lU- 
£grap?i  Co.  v.  Jtich  (Kans.),  159. 

<Sf0  Carrier;  Neoliobmob. 

•     RATIFICATION. 
See  Infancy,  496. 

RECEIVER. 
See  Partnership. 

REMOVAL  OF  CAUSE. 
Colored  prisoner  ^  Jury  from  which  colored  persons  are  ezcladed.]  A  col- 
ored man  cannot  remove  an  indictment  against  him  into  the  Federal  conrt 
for  trial,  upon  the  allegations  that  such  prejudices  exist  agaist  his  race  in 
the  State  that  justice  will  not  be  done  him,  and  that  none  but  white  men 
can  there  sit  on  the  jury.     State  v.  Strauder  (W.  Va.),  606. 

SAFE  DEPOSIT  COMPANY. 
See  Nbolioencb,  660. 

SALE. 
1.  Iffiplied  warranty  on  sale  of  garden  seeds  —  measure  of  damages  —  evi. 
dence  —  declaration  of  agent.]  The  defendants,  a  corporation,  were  grow- 
ers of  garden  seeds  for  sale,  and  the  plaintiffs,  to  the  knowledge  of 
defendants,  were  market  gardeners,  who  raised  vegetables  for  sale.  In 
1867  the  plaintiffs  bought  of  the  defendants  large  Bristol  cabbage  seed, 
which  produced  Bristol  cabbage.  In  the  fall  of  1867,  Miller,  one  of 
defendant's  trustees,  informed  plaintiffs  that  defendants  had  that  year 
raised  the  same  kind  of  seed,  and  solicited  them  to  purchase.  In  Febru- 
ary, 1868.  plaintiffs  applied  to  defendants  for  seed,  and  the  defendants 
exhibited  a  catalogue  of  the  seed  they  had  for  sale,  among  which  was 
large  Bristol  cabbage  seed .  The  plaintiffs  then  ordered  some  of  that  seed, 
with  other,  and  the  seed  was  delivered  to  them,  the  cabbage  seed  being 
billed  '*  large  Bristol  cabbage  seed.*'  The  seed  thus  sold  had  been  raised 
upon  Bristol  cabbage  stocks,  which  were  in  the  vicinity  of  other  varieties 
of  cabbage,  and  were  fertilized  by  the  pollen  therefrom,  and  consequently 
the  seed  in  question  became  impure  and  lost  the  character  and  quality  of 
Bristol  cabbage  seed,  and  the  plants  raised  by  the  plaintifis  therefrom  were 
of  no  known  variety,  and  of  no  value  except  for  fodder.  In  an  action  for 
damages,  held,  that  the  defendants  warranted  the  seed  to  be  Bristol  cab- 
bage seed  ;  that  there  was  an  implied  warranty  that  the  seed  had  been 
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Sale  —  Cmtinutd. 
.  properly  raised ;  and  that  tbe  proper  measure  of,  damages  waa  the  4i|ler 
ence  in  value  between  the  crop  raised  and  a  crop  of  Bristol  cabbage  of 
that  year.     White  v.  Miller  (N.  Y.),  13. 
fl.  Intereat  on  damages.]     In  an  action  for  damages  for  breach  of  warranty  for 
seed,  interest  on  tlie  damages  from  the  time  when  the  crop  would  have 
been  harvested  and  sold,  cannot  be  recovered.  76. 
1^  >  3.  Svidence  —  daclaratlont  of  agent]    In  an  action  of  damages  for  breach 

^  of  warranty  for  sale  of  a  chattel,  declarations  of  the  vendor's  agent,  eight 

jf  months  after  the  sale,  and  not  connected  with  any  present  business  trans 

'  action,  that  the  chattel  was  defective,  are  inadmissible  in  evidence.  76. 

4»  Title —  delivery.]  1'itle  to  personal  property  passes  by  delivery ,  although 
there  reiiiaiu.s  something  to  be  done  to  ascertain  the  value  at  the  agreed 
rates,  unless  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  sale  this  was  to  be  done 
before  delivery.     Burrows  v.  Whitaker  (N.  Y.),  42. 

6. .]  Defendant  agreed  to  buy  of  plaintiff  all  the  lumber  he  should  deliver 

at  a  specified  place  on  D.  river,  before  a  certain  time  ;  and  prices  were 

agreed  on  for  the  good  and   for  the  culled.    Defendant  was  to  cull  and 

'         pile,  and  the  lumber  waste  be  counted  on  the  bank  or  estimated  in  the 

raft  at  that  pHace.     The  delivery  wasconmnenced,  and  a  portion  was  culled 

and  piled,  but  before  it  could  be  counted  or  estimated  it  was  carried  away 

by  a  freshet .     In  an  action  to  recover  the  contract  price  of  the  amount  so 

delivered,  heldy{\)  that  the  evidence  sustained  a  finding  of  delivery  and 

acceptance  ;  (2)  that  delivery  of  the  whole  amount  contracted  for  was  not 

necessary  to  pass  title  to  that  delivered,  lb, 

6.  Warranty  condition  precedent.]     Upon  a  sale  of  a  machine,  with  written 

warranty,  and  a  provision  that  in  case  of  failure  of  the  machine  to  answer 

the  purpose,  the  warrantors  were  to  have  notice  **at  once,"  in  order  that 

they  might  rause  it  to  work  well,  or   furnish   another  that   would  work 

well.     Such  notice  is  a  condition  precedent  to  an  action  for  breach  of  the 

warranty.     Lems  v.  Iluhbard  i^enn.\  775. 

Insolvency  of  purchaser  —  when  evidence  of  fraud.]    5<f«  Contract,  501. 

To  agent  ~  undisclosed  principaL]    See  AoBNCT,  51. 

SEAL. 
See  Gift. 

SCHOOL. 
Powers  of  school  directors  to  make  roles  —  malice.]  Under  a  statute  author 
izing  school  directors  to  make  and  enforce  all  needful  rules  and  regnla- 
tions  tor  the  government,  management  and  control  of  the  schools,  not 
inconsistent  with  the  laws  of  the  land,  school  directors  made  a  rule  that 
no  pupil  should,  during  the  school  term,  attend  a  social  party,  and  ex- 
pelled the  plaintiff  for  a  violation  of  that  rule  by  permission  of  his  par- 
ents. In  an  action  for  damages  for  such  expulsion,  held,  that  thedirectors 
had  exceeded  their  powers,  but  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  malice,  willfal- 
ness  or  oppression,  they  were  not  liable.    DriU  v.  Snodgrau  (Mo.),  34S. 
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SLANDER  AND  LIBEU 

t.  Jwtifidatlon  inoivil  action.]  The  Constitution  of  KanBas  provides  that .  '*The 
liberty  of  the  press  shall  be  inviolate ;  and  all  persons  may  freely  speak, 
write  or  publish  their  seutiments  on  all  subjects,  being  responsible  for  the 
abuse  of  such  right :  and  in  all  civil  or  criminal  action  for  libel,  the  truth 
may  be  given  in  evidence  to  the  jury,  and  if  it  shall  apt>ear  that  the 
alleged  libellous  matter  wns  published  for  justifiable  ends,  the  accused 
party  shall  be  acquitted."  In  a  civil  action  against  the  proprietor  of  a 
newspaper  for  libel,  where  the  defendant  justified,  the  court  charged  that 
proof  of  the  truth  of  the  words  in  question  was  not  a  defense,  but  only  ' 
went  to  mitigate  damages,  and  that  the  defendant  must  also  show  that  he 
publisked  the  words  with  good  motives  and  for  justifiable  ends,  and  that 
if  he  acted  honestly,  for  good  purposes,  and  for  justifiable  ends,  he  was 
to  be  excused.  Held,  error.  The  truth  of  the  matter  charged  is  a 
complete  justification      CaHU  v.  Homton  (Kans.),  127. 

fi.  Jmtification  of  libel,  when  ground  of  action.]  An  action  will  not  1  ie  for  state- 
ments contained  in  an  answer  alleged  to  be  libellous,  if  such  statements 
,  were  honestly  made,  without  malice,  and   if  they  were  relevant,  believed 
by  defendant  to  be  true,  and  were  made  upon  probable  cause,  and  under 
advice  of  counsel.     Laiming  v.  Chi^tie  (Ohio),  431. 

3.  Ck>rpomtion.]  A  publishing  corporation  is  liable  to  an  action  for  libel.  John- 
nori  V.  St.  Louis  Dispatch  Co.  (Mo.),  293. 

4»  What  is.}  One  published  of  another  that  he  disgraced  an  office  which  he  liad 
filled  ;  that  he  had  been  accused  of  horse-stealing,  had  sued  his  accusers 
and  the  defendants  had  a  verdict.  Held,  that  this  imputed  the  crime  of 
grand  larceny,  lb. 

6.  Damages  —  counsel  fees.]  In  an  action  for  libel,  the  jury  may,  in  estimating 
compensator j/  damages,  allow  to  the  plaintiff  reasonable  counsel  fees  in  the 
prosecution  of  his  action, although  there  may  be  circumstances  of  mitiga- 
tion, not  amounting  to  a  justification.  Finney  v.  Smith  (Ohio),  524,  and 
note,  528. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

1.  Action  to  recover  money  paid  on  contract  void  under.]  An  action  will  not 
lie  to  recover  the  consideration  paid  upon  an  oral  agreement  for  the  pur- 
chase of  lands,  if  the  vendor  is  willing  to  fulfill.  Oalway  v.  Shields  (Mo.), 
351. 

fi.  Verbal  contract  for  work  for  more  than  a  year  —  completed.]  Although 
an  action  cannot  be  maintained  upon  a  verbal  contract  not  to  be  performed 
within  one  year,  yet  when  such  contract  has  been  fully  performed  by  one 
party,  the  other  having  obtained  its  benefits,  he  cannot  refuse  to  pay  the 
reasonable  value  thereof.     Towsley  v.  Moore  (Ohio),  434. 

8. .]  T.  agreed  to  work   until  coming  of  age,  a  period  of  six  years  or 

more,  for  M.  Having  performed  the  contract,  T.  may  maintain  an  actios 
of  quantum  meruit  for  his  services.  7ft. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 
tiee  Limitations  op  Actions,  260. 
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STATUTORY  CONSTRUCTION. 
Penalty  —  Batiilaction.]  A  statute  imposed  a  penalty  on  any  railroad  company 
which  slkould  exclude  any  persim  or  persona  from  any  particular  car  on 
account  of  race  or  color,  and  subjected  the  employees  offending  to  fine  and 
imprisonment.  A  man  and  his  wife,  colored  persons,  were  excluded  from 
a  car  by  the  same  employee  at  the  same  time.  Held,  but  a  single  offense, 
and  that  a  recovery  by  tlie  man  and  his  wife  in  right  of  the  wife  barred 
a  recovery  in  his  own  right.  Central  Railroad  v.  Oreen  (Penn.),  718,  and 
note,  732. 

SUBROGATION. 
Right  of  accommodation  indorser  to.|    See  Nsootiaulb  Instrumbkts,  66k 

SUICIDE. 
See  Insurance,  689. 

SURETY. 

1.  For  one  nan  lui  Juris.]  A  surety  on  an  obligation  void  for  coverture  is  liable. 

IIiek8  V.  Randolph  (Tenu.),  760. 

2.  Bond — signature  of  co-surety  forged.]  The  defendant  signed  an  official  bond 

as  surety,  on  the  representation  that  another  surety,  whose  signature 
appeared  thereon,  had  actually  signed  it.  That  signature  was  a  forgery, 
and  the  person  whose  name  had  been  forged  did  not  communicate  the 
fact  to  the  defendant.  The  obligee  was  ignorant  of  the  condition  on 
which  the  defendant  had  signed.  Jleld^  that  the  defendant  was  liable. 
StcUe  ex  rel.  Brown  v.  Baker  (Mo.),  214. 

3.  Discharge  of  principaL]  A  surety  on  a  promissory  note  may  plead  in  bar  to 

an  action  on  a  note  a  judgment  discharging  the  principal  on  account  of  the 
illegality  of  the  note,     OiU  v.  MoiTis  (Tenn.),  744. 

4.  Laches  of  principal.]  The  agent  of  a  corporation,    being   under  bond  to 

account  and  pay  over  daily,  cannot  be  trusted  with  more  money  at  his 
surety's  risk  after  dishonesty  of  the  agent  is  discovered  by  the  corporation. 
But  he  may  be  so  trusted,  so  long  as  the  circumstances,  fairly  inter- 
preted, point,  not  to  moral  turpitude,  but  to  a  want  of  diligence  or  punc- 
tuality rather  than  to  a  want  of  integrity.  CJiarlotU^  Cfdumlna,  e4e.,  R.  R, 
Co.  v.  (?(Wc(Ga.),403. 
6.  Bffect  on,  of  usurious  agreement  for  delay  between  principal  and  cred- 
itor.] A  surety  is  not  discharged  by  an  executed  usurious  agreement  for 
delay,  between  the  principal  debtor  and  the  creditor,  although  made  with- 
out the  surety*8  knowledge  or  assent.     Howell  v.  Setter  (Tenn.),  771. 

TAXATION. 
I.  Farming  lands  added  to  city  —  lack  of  benefit]  The  limits  of  a  city  were 
extended  by  legislative  enactment  so  as  to  embrace  farming  lands.  The 
lands  were  taxed  for  municipal  purposes,  some  of  which  afiR>rded  no  benefit 
or  protection  to  them.  HM,  a  constitutional  tax.  Kelly  ▼.  PUUdurffh 
(Penn.),  633. 
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TAXATION  —  Continued. 

!L  Bzeii^>t  property  —  churches.]  Under  a  statute  exempting  from  taxation 
*'  churches,  meeting-houses,  or  other  regular  places  of  stated  worship,  " 
"in  actual  use  and  occupation  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,"  the  land  on  which 
a  church  is  in  process  of  erectiou  is  not  exempt.  Mullen  v.  Cammiseioner* 
(Penn.),  650. 

3.  Injunction  against  collection  of  illegal  tax.]  Equity  will  not  enjoin  the 
collection  of  an  illegal  tax,  in  the  alraence  of  special  circumstances,  as 
for  example  to  prevent  multiplicitj  of  suits,  or  irreparable  injury,  or 
cloud  upon  title.     Douglass  v.  Totm  of  ffarrisviUe  ( W.  Va.),  648. 

For  local  improvements.]    See  Assessments. 

Mmiioipal  power  o£.J    See  Constitutional  Law,  88d. 

Of  steamboats.]    See  Constitutional  Law,  552. 

tJnilioirmity  o£]    See  Constitutional  Law,  101 

TELEGRAPH. 

1.  Uability  for  i^inrj  by  breaking  of  pole.]  A  telegraph  company,  haying 
a  right  to  place  its  line  in  a  public  street,  is  bound  only  to  reasonable 
care  ;  can  be  made  responsible  for  an  injury  occurring  from  the  breaking 
of  one  of  its  poles,  only  by  proof  of  culpable  negligence  in  the  construc- 
tion or  maintenance  of  the  line  ;  and  is  not  bound  so  to  construct  or  main- 
tain the  line  as  to  guard  against  storms  of  unusual  severity,  the  occur- 
rence of  which  could  not  reasonably  be  expected.  Ward  v.  AUantie  and 
Pacific  Telegraph  Co.  (N.  Y.),  10. 

2b  NegUgence  —  damages.]  In  case  of  a  failure  to  deliver  a  telegraphic 
message,  the  company  Is  only  liable  for  such  damages  as  naturally  flow 
from  the  breach  of  contract,  or  such  as  may  fairly  be  supposed  to  have 
been  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties,  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
made.     First  National  Bank  v.   Telegraph   Co.  (Ohio),  485. 

3.  Intervening  cause.]  If  the  telegraph  company  is  in  default,  but  their 
default  is  made  mischievous  to  a  plaintiff  only  by  the  operation  of  some 
other  intervening  cause,  such  as  the  dishonesty  of  a  third  person,  the  rule 
"causa  proxima  non  remota  speetatur  "  applies,  and  the  company  cannot 
be  made  responsible  for  the  loss  occasioned  by  the  act  of  such  third  pe^ 
son.  lb. 

Breotion  of.]    See  Railroad,  159. 

TRIAL. 
See  Criminal  Law. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 
Aaramptioii  by  gmntoe  of  Uen  on  premises.]  A  owned  land  under  a  deed  on 
its  face  subject  to  a  lien  for  unpaid  purchase-money.  He  conveyed  to  B 
an  undivided  fourth  interest  thereof,  with  warranty,  B  assuming  in  con- 
sideration thereof  to  pay  one-fourth  of  the  lien  debt.  By  agreement 
between  A  and  his  grantors,  the  amount  of  the  lien  debt  was  reduced  to 
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VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER  —  CarUinued. 
a,  sum  1608  than  that  due  from  B,  no  part  of  which  had  been  paid,  and  ihm 
land  was  sold  to  satisfy  the  lien.     Held,  that  B  was  DOt  entitled  vo  aaj 
recover^r  on  the  warranty  ;  that  he  was  entitled  to  share  in  the  reduction 
of  the  lien  debt,  and  liable  to  A  for  one-fourth  thereof  as  reduoed.     Suff* 
der  V.  Summers  (Teun.),  778. 
ilMiiunption  of  mortgage  hy  porchaaer.]    See  Mortoaob,  6. 
See  Easement,  35 ;  Fixtures. 

VOLUNTARY  COI^VEYANCK. 
Hee  Gift. 

WARRANT. 
See  County  Warrants,  aoL 

WARRANTY. 
iB^ilied  on  aal«  of  iMgotlabto  instxtukienta.]    See  Neootublb  iHSTRUimmi, 

See  Sale. 

WATER. 
Oonmntion  cL]    Ses  Nuibakcb,  711. 

WATER-CpURSB 
Bonndaryby.]     5w  Deed,  789. 

WILL 
!•  Bequest  for  religious  use  —  uncertainty.]  A  testator  makes  a  bequest  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  parents  during  their  lives,  and  proceeds  :  "  h 
is  my  will  and  desire  that  uppn  the  death  of  both  of  my  said  parents  the 
trust  shall  expire,  and  my  said  trustees  shall  distribute  the  funds  as  fol- 
lows, to  wit:  As  to  the  renlalning  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars,  the  bal- 
ance of  said  trust  fund,  my  said  trustee  is  directed  to  apply  the  same  so 
that  it  may  be  used  for  the  interests  of  reUgion,  and  for  the  adf^ncemeiU 
of  ihe  kingdom  of  ChrUt  in  tlie  world,  as  follows,  to  wit;  '*He  shall  pay 
to  the  treafirurer  of  the  American  Tract  Society  the  sum  of  one  tkibusand 
dollars  ;  to  the  treasurer  of  the  American  Bible  Society  the  sum  of  five 
hundred  dollars ;  to  the  treasurer  of  the  society  known  as  the  American 
and  Foreign  Christian  Union  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars,  and  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  American  Honl^  Missionary  the  sum  of  one  thousand 
dollars."  Held,  1.  The  trust  <^reated  by  the  will  ceases  upon  the  death  of 
the  parents,  and  payment  of  the  money  to  the  societies  whose  treas- 
urers are  named*    2.  The  tocietie^  are  th^  beneficiaries  of  the  will,  and 

^,.  the,  bequest  is  not  void  for  uncertainty.    3.  The  object  of ,  the  testator. 

:;    being  to  advance  Christ'a  kingdom,  the  AQcietiea  ni^med  are  specified  as 
,  tljie  means  by  which  to  aooompUah  hU  ojbject,    4  An  unincarporat^ 

,     spciety  is  capable  pf  receiving  a  l>eqm9at  of  persooyaUy,  aqi^  amp^ting  to 

',  n  trust.    Amtrioan  Tract  Society  y.yAtukat(er  (Okio),  4S2. 
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WILL  —  Continued. 
2.  Oonslmction  —  "  heirs  "  —  limitation  by  subsequent  dause.]  A  testator 
devised  land  to  his  children  and  iheir  *'  heirs/'  by  separate  clauses.  By  r. 
subsequent  clause,  he  declared  that  none  of  bis  children  should  have  a 
right  to  sell  or  incumber  the  lands,  but  **  the  lands  shall  remain  free  for 
their  children  or  heirs,  and  they,  my  said  children,  shall  have  the  use, 
income  and  profit  of  the  said  lands  and  farms  during  their  life-time."  B*^ 
still  later  clause,  he  gave  them  the  power  to  dispose  of  their  interests 
**  by  will  as  aforesaid."  Held,  that  the  testator's  children  took  but  life 
esUtes.     UricTCs  Appeid'(9eiin.),  707. 

See  Devise. 

WORDS. 
'<X>welling-hoQ8e.'']    See  Criminal  Law,  87. 
**  Family."]    See  Exemptions.  40 L 
'Beirs.*^    ^<s  Wiu^  707. 
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NOTES 

ON  THE 

AMERICAN  REPORTS. 

CASES    IN  27    AM.    REP. 


i 


27  AM.  REP.   1,  ROSS  v.  HURD,   71   N.  Y.   14, 
Waiver  of  protest  by  indorser  or  drawer  after  dishonor. 

Cited  in  Cady  v.  Bradshaw,  116  N.  Y.  188,  5  L.R.A.  557,  22  N.  E.  371,  hold- 
ing that  indorser  waives  demand  and  notice  of  nonpayment  by  asking  for  ex- 
tension of  time  and  promising  to  let  his  name  remain  on  note  if  extension 
given;  Scott  v.  Meeker,  20  Hun,  161,  holding  promise  to  pay  by  drawee  or 
indorser  of  bill  or  note  after  due  with  knowledge  of  its  nonprotest,  cure  of 
laches;  Rockwell  v.  Dye,  42  App.  Div.  520,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  776,  holding  waiver 
by  drawer  only  available  where  he  acts  with  full  knowledge  of  payee's  laches 
and  of  subsequent  presentment  and  dishonor;  Werr  v.  Kohles,  64  App.  Div. 
117,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  713,  holding  waiver  of  protest,  after  maturity  and  failure 
to  protest  same,  established  by  promise  to  pay,  or  part  performance,  or  acknowl- 
edgment of  liability  made  with  knowledge  of  failure  to  protest;  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Gridley,  112  App.  Div.  398,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  445,  holding  that  waiver  of  demand 
and  notice  by  indorsee  will  not  be  implied  from  doubtful  or  equivocal  acts  or 
language;  Clark  v.  Trj'on,  4  Misc.  63,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  780,  holding  letter  of  in- 
dorser to  holder  of  note  acknowledging  liability  and  knowledge  of  failure  to 
protest  admissible  under  complaint  alleging  presentment,  demand,  nonpayment, 
protest  and  notice;  Murphy  v.  Levy,  23  Misc.  147,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  682,  holding 
that  drawee's  subsequent  promise  to  pay  must  be  made  with  knowledge  of  dis- 
honor in  order  to  be  available;  Burgettstown  Nat.  Bank  v.  Nill,  213  Pa.  450. 
110  A.  S.  R.  554,  3  L.R.A.  (X.S.)  1079.  63  Atl.  186,  5  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  476, 
holding  that  indorser  may  waive  protest  after  date  of  maturity  of  note  with 
like  effect  as  if  done  prior  to  that  date;  Schierl  v.  Baumel,  75  Wis.  69.  43  X. 
W.  724,  holding  promise  to  pay  by  di.scharged  drawer  or  indorser  of  bill  or 
note  after  due,  with  knowledge  of  facts  constituting  such  discharge  waiver  of 
laches;  Weil  v.  Com  Exch.  Bank,  63  Misc.  300,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  665,  holding 
that  indorser  by  giving  his  check  to  take  up  dishonored  check  waives  giving 
of  notice  of  dishonor. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  29  L.R.A.  308,  on  necessity  of  new  consideration  to  support 
waiver  of  failure  to  give  notice  of  dishonor;  29  L.R.A.  316,  on  necessity  of  oon- 
sideration  or  writing  to  waiver  of  failure  to  give  notice  of  dishonor. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  5,  CAMPBELL,  v.  SMITH,   71  N.  Y.  26. 
Right  of  third  person  to  enforce  promise  or  trust  made  for  his  bene- 
fit. 

Cited  in  Bennett  v.  Merchantville  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  44  N.  J.  Eq.  116,  13  AtL 
852,  to  point  that  third  party  may  affirm  and  enforce  trust  created  for  his  bene- 
fit and  without  his  knowledge;  Follansbee  v.  Johnson,  28  Minn.  311,  9  N.  W. 
882;  Dilcher  v.  Xellany,  52  Misc.  364,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  264,— holding  promise 
to  pay  to  creditors,  debts  owing  to  them  by  person  from  whom  consideration 
moves,  enforceable  by  creditor  in  his  own  name;  Baker  v.  Eglin,  11  Or.  333,  8 
Pac.  280,  holding  that  one  who  agrees  to  pay  another's  debt  for  valuable  con- 
sideration may  be  forced  to  do  so  by  creditor. 

Cited  in  note  in  1  E.  R.  C.  706,  on  right  of  action  on  contract  made  for  bene- 
fit of  third  person. 

Distinguished  in  Roe  v.  Barker,  82  N.  Y.  431,  holding  that  promise  may  re- 
sult in  benefit  to  third  party  is  not  enough,  to  give  him  absolute  right  of  action. 
—  Riglit  of  mortgagee  to  sne  grantee  who  has  assumed  mortgage. 

Cited  in  Willard  v.  Wood,  135  U.  S.  309,  34  L.  ed.  210,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  831, 
liolding  that  mortgagee  can  enforce  agreement  by  grantee  to  assume  mortgage, 
by  bill  in  equity  only;  Beeson  v.  Green,  103  Iowa,  406,  72  N.  W.  555,  holding 
that  action  at  law  may  be  maintained  by  mortgagee  against  grantee  on  covenant 
assuming  mortgage;  Fletcher  v.  Chamberlin,  61  N.  H.  438,  to  point  that  as- 
sumption of  mortgage  by  grantee  binds  him  to  pay  it  and  constitutes  land  as 
primary  fund  for  its  payment;  Douglass  v.  Wells,  18  Hun,  88,  57  How.  Pr. 
378,  holding  that  grantor  cannot  release  liability  created  by  assumption  of 
mortgage  by  grantee;  Pardee  v.  Treat,  18  Hun,  298,  holding  grantee  personally 
liable  to  holders  of  mortgage  on  covenant  to  pay  incumbrances;  Styles  v.  Price, 
64  How.  Pr.  227,  holding  that  acceptance  of  deed  with  clause  assuming  all  in- 
cumbrances of  record  on  premises,  renders  one  liable  for  any  deficiency  arising 
on  sale  of  mortgaged  premises;  Hand  v.  Kennedy,  83  N.  Y.  149,  holding  assump- 
tion of  mortgage  by  grantee  enforceable  by  mortgagee;  Smith  v.  Truslow,  84 
N.  Y.  660,  holding  that  mere  fact  that  purchaser  of  lands  took  subject  to 
mortgage  does  not  render  him  liable  to  indemnify  his  grantor  against  mort- 
gagee. 

Cited  in  notes  in  26  A.  R.  665;  44  A.  R.  233, — on  right  of  action  by  mort- 
gagee against  vendee  agreeing  with  mortgagor  to  assume  the  mortgage;  25 
L.R.A.  275.  on  right  of  mortgagee,  creditor,  or  lienor  to  sue  one  purchasing  sub- 
ject to  mortgage,  debt,  or  lien. 

Validity  of  conveyance  In  blank. 

Cited  in  Mahoney  v.  Salsbury,  83  Neb.  488,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  647,  120  N. 
W.  144,  holding  that  deed  with  grantee's  name  left  blank  conveys  title  to  grantee 
whose  name  is  filled  in. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  54  A.  R.  442,  on  validity  of  assignment  of  mort- 
gage to  agent  with  authority  to  fill  and  deliver;  8  A.  S.  R.  260,  on  estoppel  of 
grantee  to  deny  validity  of  deed  signed  in  blank  and  filled  in  and  delivered  by 
agent. 
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27  AM.  REP.  7,  SPALDING  v.  ROSA,  71  N.  Y.  40. 
What  excuses  nonperformance  of  contracts  generally. 

Cited  in  Pinkham  v.  Libbey,  93  Me.  575,  49  L.R.A.  693,  45  Atl.  823,  holding 
that  death  of  stallion  excuses  nonperformance  of  return  privilege  for  season; 
•  Rosenbaum  v.  United  States  Credit  System  Co.  60  N.  J.  L.  294,  37  Atl.  595, 
holding  decree  declaring  insolvency  and  forfeiture  of  charter  of  company  excuse 
for  nonperformance  of  contract  between  itself  and  agent;  Wheeler  v.  Connec- 
ticut Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  82  N.  Y.  643,  37  A.  R.  594,  holding  impossibility  of  per- 
formance by  any  means  necessary  to  excuse  nonperformance  of  express  condi- 
tion in  contract;  Williams  v.  Hays,  143  N.  Y.  442,  42  A.  S.  R.  743,  26  L.RA. 
153,  38  N.  E.  449,  holding  subsequent  insanity  no  defense  for  breach  of  contract 
where  one  is  sane  when  he  enters  into  contract;  Dolan  v.  Rodgers,  149  N.  Y. 
489,  44  N.  E.  167,  holding  subcontract  subject  to  implied  condition  of  stoppage 
of  work  by  reason  of  nonconsent  of  grantor  of  primary  contract;  Hester  v.  Mul- 
len, 159  N.  Y.  28,  44  L.R.A.  703,  holding  omission  to  surrender  premises  ex- 
cused by  impossibility  of  removal  on  account  of  sickness;  Griflfith  v.  Black- 
water  Boom  &  Lumber  Co.  55  W.  Va.  604,  69  L.R.A.  124,  48  S.  E.  442,  to  point 
that  parties  to  entire  contract  of  such  nature  that  they  must  have  contemplated 
possibility  of  its  termination  are  relieved  from  unexecuted  obligations  upon  hap- 
pening of  event. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  75  A.  D.  393,  on  recovery  on  quantum  meruit  in 
<;ase  of  prevention  of  complete  performance  of  contract;  31  A.  R.  101,  on  right 
to  recover  for  part  performance  of  entire  contract. 

Cited  in  notes  in  38  A.  R.  209,  on  right  to  recover  compensation  for  part  per- 
formance, though  full  performance  is  rendered  impossible  by  act  of  God;  14 
L.R.A.  217,  on  sickness  or  death  as  excusing  breach  of  contract;  40  L.  ed.  U. 
S.  516,  on  what  will  excuse  nonperformance  of  contract;  1  E.  R.  C.  350,  on 
vis  major  or  inevitable  accident  as  excusing  performance  of  contract. 
\l'hat  excuses  nonperformance  of  contracts  for  personal  services. 

Cited  in  Preston  v.  Smith,  67  111.  App.  613,  holding  contracts  for  personal 
services  terminated  by  death  of  party  or  his  incapacity  from  illness;  Hall  v. 
School  Dist.  No.  10,  24  Mo.  App.  213,  holding  that  burning  of  school  house 
etopped  employer's  liability  for  wages;  Cornell  v.  Cornell,  96  N.  Y.  108,  to  point 
that  contract  for  personal  services  is  canceled  if  at  time  named  person  is  unable 
to  perform;  Nixon  v.  Zuricadlay,  144  N.  Y.  300,  39  N.  E.  340,  holding  that  con- 
tract must  suggest  that  personal  confidence  or  trust  was  imposed  in  individual 
in  order  to  make  it  personal  one  which  cannot  be  deputed  to  another;  Parker 
T.  Macomber,  17  R.  I.  674,  16  L.R.A.  858,  24  Atl.  464,  holding  act  of  God  ex- 
cuse for  termination  of  entire  contract  for  personal  service;  Levy  v.  Caledonian 
Ins.  Co.  156  Cal.  527,  105  Pac.  598,  holding  that  performance  of  contract  of 
employment  of  insurance  broker  is  not  excused  by  partial  destruction  of  in- 
surable property. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  84  A.  D.  193,  on  when  nonperformance  of  contract 
for  personal  services  is  excused;  80  A.  S.  R.  827.  on  implied  condition  in  con- 
tract to  perform  personal  services. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Ballow,  62  Misc.  r>13,  110  X.  Y.  Siipp.  1118,  to  point 
that  contract  for  personal  services  can  only  be  performed  by  party  to  contract. 
-*  Illness  as  excuse  for  nonporforr.inr.r  \ 

Cited  in  McClellan  v.  Harris,  7  S.  D.  447.  04  X.  W.  ."522.  holding  that  unavoida- 
ble  illness  excuses  nonperformance  of  labor  contract  for  specified  term;  Johnson 
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V.  Walker,  155  Mass.  253,  31  A.  S.  R;  550,  20  N.  E.  522,  holding  illness  ex- 
cuse for  nonperformance  of  contract  between  employer  and  foreman  in  shoe 
shop;  Casten  v.  Decker,  3  N.  Y.  S.  R.  429,  holding  sickness  of  wife  excuse  for 
nonperformance  of  entire  and  indivisible  contract  by  husband  and  wife  to  work 
for  another  by  month;  Dartmouth  Ferry  Commission  v.  Marks,  34  Can.  S;  C. 
366,  holding  that  illness  of  employee  permanently  incapacitating  him  from  per- 
forming his  service  terminates  contract. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  31  A.  S.  R.  552,  on  discharge  of  servant  for  sick- 
ness before  expiration  of  term. 

Distinguished  in  Hart  v.  Myers,  59  Hun,  420,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  388  (aflSrming  25 
Abb.  N.  C.  478,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  140),  holding  illness  of  partner  in  brokerage  firm 
no  excuse  for  nonperformance;  Fisher  v.  Monroe,  16  Daly,  461,  12  N.  Y.  Supp. 
273  (reversing  32  N.  Y.  S.  R.  236,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  207),  holding  mere  physical  ex- 
haustion insufficient  excuse  for  actress's  nonappearancee  at  rehearsal. 

—  Termination  by  death  of  party. 

Cited  in  Dodge  v.  Schell,  20  Blatchf.  617,  12  Fed.  515,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  465, 
holding  that  death  excuses  nonperformance  of  contract  to  prosecute  claim  for 
share  of  recovery;  Mendenhall  v.  Davis,  52  Wash.  169,  21  L.R.A(N.S.)  914, 
100  Pac.  336,  17  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  179;  Marvel  v..  Phillips,  162  Mass.  399,  44 
A.  S.  R.  370,  26  L.R.A.  416,  38  N.  E.  1117,— holding  that  death  discharges 
obligation  to  render  personal  services;  Lacy  v.  Getman,  119  N.  Y.  109,  16  A. 
S.  R.  806,  6  L.R.A.  728,  23  N.  E.  452  (reversing  35  Hun,  46),  holding  contract 
between  master  and  servant  for  rendition  of  personal  services  dissolved  by  death 
of  master. 

27   AM.   REP.    10,   WARD  ▼.   ATLANTIC  &  P.   TELEG.   CO.    71   N.  Y^ 
81. 

Duty  and  liability  of  telegraph  and  telephone  companies. 

Cited  in  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Beatty,  63  Ark.  65,  37  S.  W. 
670,  holding  telephone  company's  liability  for  damages  dependent  only  on  con- 
dition that  it  fails  to  dischar£:e  due  care  and  skill  in  operation  and  mainte* 
nance  of  its  lines;  Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Coats,  100  111.  App.  519, 
holding  duty  of  telephone  company,  where  line  rightfully  located,  relates  to 
prudent  and  careful  maintenance  of  its  lines;  Crawford  v.  Standard  Teleph, 
Co.  139  Iowa,  331,  115  N.  W.  878;  Hand  v.  Central  Pennsylvania  Teleph,  & 
Teleg.  Co.  1  Lack.  Legal  News,  351, — holding  ordinary  care  all  that  can  be 
asked  of  telephone  company  in  maintenance  and  operation  of  its  lines. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  14  A.  S.  R.  430,  on  duty  of  telegraph  companies  to 
use  reajsonable  care  only  in  placing  lines  in  city  streets. 

—  For  injury  by  breaking  of  pole  or  wire. 

Cited  in  Leeds  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  64  App.  Div.  484,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  250, 
holding  telephone  company  liable  for  any  negligent  condition  of  wire  it  per- 
mitted to  exist  by  passive  acquiescence;  Allen  v.  Atlantic  &  P.  Teleg.  Co.  21 
Hun,  22,  holding  telegraph  company  nqt  liable  for  injuries  to  traveler  on  hisrh- 
way  by  fall  of  pole,  caused  by  collision  with  runaway  team,  when  pole  located 
at  proper  place;  Gannon  v.  Laclede  Gaslight  Co.  145  Mo.  502,  43  L.R.A.  505, 
47  S.  W.  907  (dissenting  opinion),  on  presumption  of  negligence,  in  case  of 
injury  from  electric  light  wire. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  53  A.  R.  56,  on  liability  of  telegraph  company  for 
injury  through  breaking  of  pole. 
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lilability  for  injury  caused  by  falling  of  decayed  trees. 

Cited  in  Gibson  v.  Denton,  4  App.  Div.  198,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  554,  holding  one 
liable  for  damages  resulting  from  maintaining  decayed  tree,  which  falls  upon 
neighbor's  lot;  Gubasko  v.  New  York,  12  Daly,  183,  holding  question  whether 
allowing  decaying  tree  to  stand  near  street  so  that  it  fell  and  injured  pedestrian 
when  struck  by  sliding  truck  loaded  with  timber  constituted  negligence,  one 
for  jury. 

Duty  of  landowner  to  provide  against  extraordinary  freshets  or  storms. 

Cited  in  Higgins  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  78  Hun,  567,  29  N.  Y.  Supp. 
563,  holding  railroad  company's  duty  in  constructing  bridge  to  provide  open- 
ing of  sufficient  capacity  to  meet  such  extraordinary  freshets  as  may  occur; 
Wright  V.  Boiler,  20  N.  Y.  S.  R.  84,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  742,  holding  owners  of  lum- 
ber yard  near  street  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  against  wind  blowing  off  top 
boards  of  pile  and  injuring  travellers  on  street. 
Wliat  constitutes  negligence  per  se. 

Cited  in  Van  Norden  v.  Robinson,  45  Him,  567,  holding  that  navigation  of 
steamboat  with  uninspected  boiler  in  violation  of  statute  dispenses  with  neces- 
sity of  proving  negligence. 

27   AM.  REP.    IS,  WHITE  v.   MILLER,   71   N.  Y.    118,  Reaiflrnied  on 

later  appeal  in  78  N.  Y.  398. 
Implied  warranty  of  fitness  of  property  bought  for  special  purpose. 

Cited  in  De  Loach  Mill.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Tutweiler  Coal,  Coke  &  Iron  Co.  2  Ga. 
App.  493,  58  S.  E.  790,  holding  no  implied  warranty  that  brands  of  iron  sold 
ehall  be  reasonably  suited  for  any  particular  purpose;  Diebold  Safe  &  Lock 
Co.  V.  Huston,  55  Kan.  104,  28  L.R.A.  63,  39  Pac.  1035,  holding  that  words 
"fireproof  safe"  do  not  imply  warranty  of  quality  of  safe  or  that  it  will  pro- 
tect its  contents  from  fire  under  all  conditions;  Morse  v.  Moore,  83  Me.  473, 
23  A.  S.  R.  783,  13  L.R.A.  224,  22  Atl.  364,  holding  that  acceptance  of  mer- 
chandise under  executory  contract  of  sale  warranting  it  to  be  of  certain  quality 
does  not  necessarily  terminate  obligation  of  vendor;  Wait  v.  Borne,  1  Silv. 
Sup.  Ct.  129,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  168,  holding  that  traveling  agent  of  maker  of  new 
process,  with  power  to  sell  by  sample,  may  warrant  quality  of  article;  Bach  v. 
Levy,  18  Jones  &  S.  619,  holding  implied  warranty  by  sale  of  tobacco  known 
to  trade  as  "Connecticut  seconds"  that  article  delivered  should  be  that  kind 
of  tobacco;  Fairbank  Canning  Co.  v.  Metzger,  118  N.  Y.  260,  16  A.  S.  R.  753, 
23  N.  E.  372,  holding  positive  aflfirmation  as  to  quality,  understood  and  relied 
upon  by  vendee,  sufficient  to  constitute  warranty;  Wait  v.  Borne,  123  N.  Y. 
592,  25  N".  E.  1053,  to  point  that  one  who  sells  article  for  particular  purpose 
warrants  it  fit  for  that  purpose. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  11  A.  D.  269,  on  affirmation  of  quality  as  war- 
ranty. 

Cited  in  notes  in  16  A.  S.  R.  759;  11  L.R.A.  681, — on  implied  warranty  on 
sale  of  goods;  102  A.  8.  R.  623,  on  implied  warranty  of  quality  on  sale  of 
seeds  and  plants;  23  E.  R.  C.  462,  on  implied  warranty  of  quality  on  sale  of 
chattel. 

Distinguished  in  Healy  v.  Brandon,  66  Hun,  515,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  390,  holding 
no  implied  warranty  by  vendor  of  Panama  hides  that  they  can  be  tanned;  Wae- 
ber  V.  Talbot,  167  N.  *Y.  48,  82  A.  S.  R.  712,  60  N.  E.  288,  holding  that  im- 
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plied  warranty  that  canned  peas  are  merchantable  does  not  survive  aeceptance, 
where  there  is  mode  of  inspection  well  known  to  trade. 

—  Sales  by  manufacturer. 

Cited  in  Cleveland  Linseed  Oil  Co.  v.  A.  F.  Buchanan  &  Sons,  57  C.  C.  A» 
498,  120  Fed.  006,  holding  implied  warranty  of  fitness  by  sale  of  linseed  oil 
by  manufacturer  for  special  purpose;  Reynolds  v.  Mayor,  Ik  &  Co.  39  App. 
Div.  218,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  106,  holding  implied  warranty  of  fitness  limited  to 
manufacturing  vendors;  William  Anson  Wood  Mower  &  Reaper  Co.  v.  Thayer, 

50  Hun,  516,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  465,  holding  implied  warranty  by  manufacturing 
vendor  that  machines  are  reasonably  fit  for  purposes  intended. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  78  A.  D.  176,  on  implied  warranty  of  manufacturer 
of  goods. 

—  Sale  by  description. 

Cited  in  Elliott  v.  Howison,  146  Ala.  568,  40  So.  1018,  holding  buyer  not 
compelled  to  take  piles,  sold  by  description,  before  they  were  shown  to  con- 
form to  description;  Northwestern  Cordage  Co.  v.  Rice,  5  N.  D.  432,  57  A.  8.  R. 
563,  67  N.  W.  298;  Gould  v.  Stein,  149  Mass.  570,  14  A.  S.  R.  455,  5  L.Rji.  213, 
22  N.  E.  47, — holding  that  sale  of  goods  by  particular  description  imports  war- 
ranty that  goods  are  of  that  description;  Edgar  v.  Breck  &  Sons  Corp.  172 
Mass.  581,  52  N.  E.  1083,  holding  that  words  of  description  operate  as  war- 
ranty after  acceptance  of  goods  where  contract  executory  and  correspondence 
between  article  and  description  cannot  be  ascertained  until  after  description; 
Bull  V.  Bath  Iron  Works,  76  App.  Div.  380,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  181,  holding  con- 
tract to  build  vessel  of  certain  speed  not  merely  descriptive  of  vessel  but  col- 
lateral warranty  surviving  acceptance;  Egbert  v.  Hanford  Produce  Co.  92  App. 
Div.  252,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  1118,  holding  that  representations  of  vendor  of  eggs 
to  vendee,  who  is  unable  to  inspect  same,  constitute  warranty;  Abel  v.  Mur- 
phy, 43  Misc.  648,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  256,  holding  that  bargain  and  sale  of  "grape 
fruit"  imported  warranty  that  article  sold  was  of  that  description;  McClure 
V.  Central  Trust  Co.  166  N.  Y.  108,  53  L.R.A.  153,  58  N.  E.  777,  holding  im- 
plied warranty  by  trust  company  to  deliver  marketable  stock  free  from  lien 
to  purchaser  under  arrangement  for  marketing  stock  of  English  corporation; 
Coyle  V.  Baum,  3  Okla.  695,  41  Pac.  389;  Morse  v.  Union  Stock  Yard  Co.  21 
Or.  289,  14  L.R.A.  157,  28  Pac.  2, — ^holding  implied  warranty  that  goods  sold 
by  description,  without  inspection,  shall  be  fit  for  purpose  bought,  if  purpose 
known  to  vendor;  Springfield  Shingle  Co.  v.  Edgecomb  Mill  Co.  62  W^ash.  620, 

—  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  101  Pac.  233,  holding  that  sale  of  "Star  A  Star"  shingles 
implies  that  the  article  sold  is  of  that  description. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  57  A.  S.  R.  568,  on  implied  warranty  on  sale  by 
description. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  Li.R.A.  493,  on  implied  warranties  of  quality  in  executed 
sales  by  description. 

—  liatent  defects. 

Cited  in  Wisconsin  Red  Pressed  Brick  Co.  v.  Hood,  67  Minn.  329,  64  A.  S.  R. 
418,  69  N.  W.  1091;  Wisconsin  Red  Pressed  Brick  Co.  v.  Hood,  60  Minn.  401, 

51  A.  S.  R.  639,  62  N.  W.  650, — ^holding  implied  warranty  by  manufacturer  of 
bricks  sold  by  description  in  market  that  they  are  free  from  latent  defects; 
Carleton  v.  Lombard,  A.  &  Co.  149  N.  Y.  137,  43  N.  E.  422,  holding  that  ac- 
ceptance of  inspected  petroleum  does  not  lieve  manufacturer  from  liability  for 
latent  defects  which  render  oil  unmerchantable;  McQuaid  v.  Ross,  85  Wis.  492, 
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89  A.  S.  R.  8H  22  L.RJL.  187,  55  N.  W.  705,  holding  no  implied  warranty  of 
competency  or  fitness  for  breeding  purposes  made  by  sale  of  bull  by  stock- 
breeders. 

Cited  in  note  in  22  L.RAl.  193,  on  implied  warranty  of  articles  sold  against 
latent  defects. 

Implied  warranty  on  sale  of  seeds. 

Cited  in  Shaw  v.  Smith,  45  Kan.  334,  11  L.R.A.  681,  25  Pac.  886,  holding 
implied  warranty  by  vendor  of  flaxseed  that  seed  is  sufficient  to  sow  and  raise 
crop;  Bell  v.  Mills,  78  App.  Div.  46,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  34,  holding  implied  war- 
ranty that  seed  oats  were  free  from  mustard  seed;  Landreth  v.  VVyckoflf,  67 
App.  Div.  146,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  388,  holding  implied  warranty  upon  sale  of  seeds 
by  grower  that  they  are  free  from  defects  arising  from  improper  and  negligent 
cultivation;  Prentice  v.  Fargo,  53  App.  Div.  608,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  1114,  hold- 
ing implied  warranty  by  vendor  of  seed  wheat  that  it  is  suitable  for  sowing; 
Depew  V.  Peck  Hardware  Co.  121  App.  Div.  28,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  390,  holding 
implied  warranty  by  vendor  of  alfalfa  seed,  surviving  acceptance,  that  it  is  of 
kind  ordered;  Gubner  v.  Vick,  6  N.  Y.  S.  R.  4,  holding  that  law  assumes  con- 
tract from  order  of  particular  kind  of  seed  through  catalogue  that  it  will  pro- 
duce vegetable  named;  Hoffman  v.  Dixon,  105  Wis.  315,  76  A.  S.  R.  914,  81 
N.  W.  491,  holding  implied  warranty  by  vendor  of  rape  seed  that  it  is  of  char- 
acter sold. 

Distinguished   in  Coates  v.  Harvey,   10   N.   Y.   S.   R.   276,   holding  question 
whether  there  was  express  warranty  of  seed  as  to  kind  and  quality  or  expres 
sion  of  opinion  merely  question  for  jury. 
Measure  of  damages  in  action  for  breach  of  warranty. 

Cited  in  Bagley  v.  Cleveland  Rolling  Mill  Co.  22  Blatchf.  342,  21  Fed.  159, 
holding  measure  of  damages  in  breach  of  warranty  cases  whole  extent  of  actual 
loss;  Re  Stem,  54  C.  C.  A.  60,  116  Fed.  604,  holding  damages  recoverable  for 
breach  of  executory  contract  limited  to  provable  claims;  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  Hall,  124  U.  S.  444,  31  L.  ed.  479,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  577,  holding  measure 
of  damages  in  action  against  telegraph  company  for  delay  in  transmission  of 
message,  to  purchase  property,  only  such  damages  as  naturally  flow  from  breach 
of  its  performance;  Herring  v.  Skaggs,  62  Ala.  180,  34  A.  R.  4,  holding  measure 
of  damages  for  breach  of  warranty  by  vendor  of  safe  claimed  to  be  "burglar 
proof"  difference  between  value  of  safe  as  it  was  and  value  as  represented; 
Bruce  v.  Fiss,  D.  &  C.  Horse  Co.  47  App.  Div.  273,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  96,  holding 
damage  done  by  vicious  horse,  before  knowledge  of  viciousness  discovered,  re- 
coverable in  action  for  breach  of  warranty;  Wood  v.  E.  &  H.  T.  Anthony  A  Co. 
79  App.  Div.  Ill,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  829,  holding  personal  injury  caused  by  ex- 
plosion of  article  warranted  to  be  safe  element  of  damage  in  action  for  breach 
of  warranty;  Birdsinger  v.  McCormick  Harvesting  Mach.  Co.  92  App.  Div. 
35,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  781,  holding  that  only  in  case  of  special  warranty  can  conse- 
quential damages  be  recovered;  Wakeman  v.  Wheeler  &  W.  Mfg.  Co.  101  N.  Y. 
206,  64  A.  R.  676,  4  N.  E.  264,  holding  prospective  damages  recoverable  in 
action  for  breach  of  contract  so  far  as  they  can  be  properly  proved,  although 
amount  uncertain;  Beeman  v.  Banta,  118  N.  Y.  538,  16  A.  S.  R.  779,  23  N.  E. 
887,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  warranty  of  refrigerator  sold 
io  chicken  dealer  net  value  of  chickens  lost  and  difference  between  value  of 
refrigerator  as  constructed  and  value  if  made  as  per  contract;  Reisert  v.  New 
York,  174  N.  Y.  196,  66  N.  E.  731,  to  point  that  one  party  shall  recover  all 
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damages  occasioned  by  breach  of  contract  by  other  party;  Kent  v.  HaJliday 
Bros.  23  R.  I.  182,  49  Atl.  700,  holding  loss  of  potato  crop  element  of  damages 
in  action  for  breach  of  warranty  in  sale  of  Paris  green;  Jones  t.  George,  61 
Tex.  345,  48  A.  R.  280,  on  measure  of  damages  in  action  for  breach  of  war- 
ranty in  sale  of  Paris  green  value  of  crop  as  it  stood  before  being  destroyed  by 
worms,  cost  of  compound,  its  preparation  and  application,  with  interest  on 
money  expended;  Sanford  v.  Bro\\'n  Shoe  Co.  134  App.  Div.  652,  119  N.  Y.  Supp. 
333,  holding  that  buyer  is  not  limited  to  purchase  price  of  trees  on  breach  of 
contract  of  sale;  Vaughan's  Seed  Store  v.  Stringfellow,  56  Fla.  708,  48  So. 
410,  holding  that  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  warranty  on  sale  of  seed 
is  difference  between  market  value  of  crop  raised  and  crop  from  seed  ordered. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  42  A.  S.  R.  129,  on  damages  for  breach  of  war- 
ranty of  seeds;  93  A.  S.  R.  478,  on  measure  of  liability  for  breach  of  warranty 
as  to  quality  of  seed  sowed. 

Cited  in  notes  in  40  A.  D.  305,  on  right  of  vendee  to  consequential  damages 
when  warranty  is  breached;  42  A.  D.  49,  on  damages  for  breach  of  executory 
contract,  loss  of  profits,  etc.;  18  L.R.A.  386,  on  measure  of  damages  for  breach 
of  implied  warranty;  1  L.R.A.  842;  6  E.  R.  C.  625, — on  measure  of  damages  re- 
coverable on  breach  of  a  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Heilman  v.  Pruyn,  122  Mich.  301,  80  A.  S.  R.  570,  81  N.  W. 
97,  holding  measure  of  damages,  in  action  for  breach  of  warranty  in  sale  of 
fruit  trees,  value  that  would  have  been  added  to  land  if  they  had  been  of  varie- 
ties contracted  for. 

—  Loss  of  profits. 

Cited  in  Terre  Haute  v.  Hudnut,  112  Ind.  542,  13  N.  E.  686,  holding  profits 
element  of  damages  in  action  for  damages  for  interruption  of  one's  business; 
Snow  v.  Pulitzer,  66  Hun,  329,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  296,  holding  loss  of  profits  on 
business  previously  carried  on  by  wrongfully  evicted  tenants  recoverable  in 
damage  action;  Nemrow  v.  Assembly  Catering  ft  Supply  Co.  121  App.  Div.  481, 
106  N.  Y.  Supp.  109,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract  gains 
prevented  and  losses  sustained,  when  they  can  be  made  reasonably  certain  by 
evidence  and  were  in  contemplation  of  parties;  Dickinson  v.  Hart,  50  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  504,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  307,  holding  loss  of  profits  proper  measure  of  dam- 
ages in  action  for  breach  of  contract;  Swain  v.  Schieffelin,  134  N.  Y.  471,  18 
L.R.A.  385,  31  N.  E.  1025,  holding  profits  lost  and  expenses  incurred  recoverable 
for  breach  of  warranty  upon  sale  of  goods  by  manufacturer  to  be  used  for  par- 
ticular purpose;  Snow  v.  Pulitzer,  66  Hun,  329,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  296,  holding 
loss  of  profits  on  business  carried  on  by  tenant  recoverable  in  action  for  evic- 
tion. 

Cited  in  notes  in  69  A.  D.  725;  63  A.  R.  488, — on  loss  of  profits  as  damages; 
42  A.  R.  465,  on  prospective  profits  as  damages;  3  L.R.A.  588;  63  L.R.A.  35, — 
on  loss  of  profits  as  element  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract;  62  L.R.A.  234, 
on  loss  of  profits  of  sale  or  purchase  as  damages  on  breach  of  warranty  bj 
vendor;  52  L.R.A.  235,  on  loss  of  profits  of  purchase  for  special  purpose  as 
damages  on  breach  of  warranty  by  vendor. 

Limited  in  Butler  v.  Moore,  68  Ga.  780,  46  A.  R.  508,  holding  loss  of  pros- 
pective profits  on  land  planted  with  seed  not  part  of  damages  recoverable  in 
action  for  breach  of  warranty. 

—  Speculative  damages. 

Cited  in  Carroll-Porter  Boiler  ft  Tank  Co.  ▼.  Columbus  Mach.  Co.  6  C.  C.  A- 
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100,  3  U.  S.  App.  631,  55  Fed.  451,  holding  remote  and  uncertain  losses  and 
expenditures  uncollectible  in  action  for  breach  of  warranty;  Brigham  v.  Car- 
lisle, 78  Ala.  243,  56  A.  R.  28,  holding  speculative  damages  not  recoverable  in 
action  for  breach  of  contract. 

Cited  in  notes  in  3  L.RA>.  590,  on  recoverability  of  speculative  profits  in  action 
for  breach  of  contract;  53  L.R.A.  38,  on  effect  of  speculativeness  or  contingency 
on  right  to  recover  profits  lost  by  breach  of  contract. 
Evidence  admissible  upon  question  of  damage. 

Cited  in  Black  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  122  Iowa,  32,  96  N.  W.  984, 
holding  evidence  of  actual  production  of  unburned  section  of  meadow  com- 
petent in  determining  damage  to  portion  injured  by  fire;  Laufer  v.  Boynton 
Furnace  Co.  84  Hun,  311,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  362,  holding  testimony  as  to  aver- 
age number  of  flowers  from  plants  year  previous  admissible  in  action  for  dam- 
ages to  stock  of  plants  destroyed  by  defective  heating  apparatus. 
When  interest  will  commence  to  run  on  unliquidated  demands. 

Cited  in  The  Alexandria,  10  Ben.  101,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  178,  holding  owners  of 
vessel  entitled  to  interest  on  sum  allowed  them  in  collision  case  for  demurrage 
of  their  vessel;  McMaster  v.  State,  108  N.  Y.  542,  15  N.  E.  417,  holding  that 
Board  of  Claims  cannot  allow  interest  on  amount  found  due  from  time  of  filing 
petition,  where  claim  unliquidated;  Mansfield  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
114  N.  Y.  331,  4  L.R.A.  566,  21  N.  E.  735,  holding  interest  not  allowable  on 
amount  of  damages  found  in  action  to  recover  unliquidated  damages  for  breach 
of  contract,  unless  party  charged  had  accessible  means  for  ascertaining  amount 
due  plaintiff;  Sweeny  v.  New  York,  69  App.  Div.  80,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  589,  hold- 
ing contractors  entitled  to  interest  from  making  of  referee's  report  in  their 
favor  and  not  from  date  of  presentation  of  claim  where  claims  unliquidated; 
Hand  v.  Church,  39  Hun,  303,  holding  interest  upon  disputed  accoimt  for  at- 
torney fees  limited  to  date  of  commencement  of  action. 

Cited  in  note  in  28  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  27,  on  interest  on  unliquidated  damages. 
Admissibility  of  agent's  declaration  against  principal. 

Cited  in  Van  Doren  v.  Bailey,  48  Minn.  305,  51  N.  W.  375,  holding  declara- 
tions or  admissions  of  agent  not  made  in  course  or  within  scope  of  his  agency 
while  transacting  principals*  business,  nor  in  relation  to  matter  pending,  in- 
admissible against  principal;  Goetz  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  54  App.  Div. 
365,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  666,  holding  declarations  of  agent  of  corporation  not  ad- 
missible against  principal  unless  made  as  part  of  transaction  connected  with 
some  matter  concerning  which  he  was  authorized  to  act;  Arnold  v.  Rock- 
land Lake  Trap  Rock  Co.  123  App.  659,  108  N.  Y.  Supp.  296,  holding  decla- 
rations of  president  of  corporation  only  admissible  against  it  when  part  of  res 
gestae,  and  when  made  during  agency  and  in  regard  to  transaction  pendinc: 
at  time;  Rothstein  v.  Isaac,  124  App.  Div.  133,  108  N.  Y.  Supp.  896,  holding 
admissions  of  vendor's  general  agent  some  time  after  contract  of  sale  inadmissi- 
ble against  him  in  action  by  vendee  to  rescind;  People  v.  Gorham,  16  Hun,  93, 
holding  declarations  of  conspirator  inadmissible  against  co-conspirators  un- 
less made  while  conspiracy  pending  and  in  furtherance  of  common  design;  Dar- 
ling V.  Oswego  Falls  Mfg.  Co.  30  Hun,  276,  holding  agents'  declarations  inad- 
missible against  principal  unless  made  during  continuance  of  agency  and  in 
T^ard  to  pending  transaction ;  Lewis  v.  Duane,  69  Hun,  28,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  433, 
holding  declaration  of  attorney  inadmissible  to  bind  client,  unless  made  within 
scope  of  attorney's  authority;  Decker  v.  Sexton,  19  Misc.  69,  43  N.  Y.  Supp. 
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167,  holding  only  such  declarations  of  agents  as  accompany  transaction  in  which 
agent  acted  binding  on  principal;  Kelley  v.  Chenango  Valley  Sav.  Bank,  21 
Misc.  240,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R.  651,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  651,  holding  that  depositors  were 
justified  in  relying  upon  assurance  of  bank  treasurer  that  pass  books  bearing 
name  of  another  bank  were  part  of  management  of  this  bank;  Raub  v.  New 
York  L.  Ins.  Co.  14  N.  Y.  S.  R.  673,  holding  agents'  declaration  not  binding 
en  principal  when  not  made  to  characterize  any  act  then  being  performed  or 
during  pendency  of  any  transaction  in  regard  to  matter  in  controversy;  Vail 
V.  Craig,  13  N.  Y.  S.  R.  448,  holding  declarations  of  agent  inadmissible  against 
principal  when  outside  acts  or  conduct  of  agent  in  exercise  of  authority  of  his 
agency;  Harnett  v.  Westcott,  24  Jones  &  S.  213,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  7,  18  N.  Y.  8. 
R.  962,  holding  declarations  of  president  of  express  company  admissible  against 
company  when  relating  to  and  accompanying  act  done  in  course  of  agency; 
dissenting  opinions  in  Klock  v.  Beekman,  18  Hun,  502;  Weinstein  v.  Interurban 
Street  R.  Co.  52  Misc.  468,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  512, — on  admissibility  of  agent's 
declarations  to  bind  principal. 

Cited  in  notes  in  53  A.  D.  774,  on  admissions  of  agents  as  evidence  against 
principal;  53  A.  D.  777,  on  necessity  that  agent's  declarations  be  part  of  res 
gestae  to  bind  principal ;  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  336,  on  declarations  and  acts  of  agents. 

Distinguished  in  Bickford  v.  Menier,  36  Hun,  446,  holding  direction  of  agent 
to  subagent  admissible  against  principal  where  latter  subject  to  former's  direc- 
tion. 
Society  of  Shakers  as  a  religious  corporation. 

Cited  in  Feiner  v.  Reiss,  98  App.  Div.  40,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  568,  holding  Society 
of  Shakers  of  Mt.  Lebanon  not  a  religious  corporation. 
Autliority  of  trustees  under  power  of  sale. 

Cited  in  note  in  1  L.R.A.  80,  on  authority  of  trustees  under  power  to  sell. 

27   AM.   REP.   22,  PIERCE  v.  PIERCE,    71   N.  Y.    154. 
Validity  of  antenuptial  agreements. 

Cited  in  Rieger  v.  Schaible,  81  Neb.  33,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  866,  115  N.  W.  560, 
16  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  700;  Hafer  v.  Hafer,  33  Kan.  449,  6  Pac.  537,— holding 
that  antenuptial  agreement  which  is  just  and  reasonable  under  all  circumstances 
will  be  upheld  and  enforced;  Ring  v.  Ring,  127  App.  Div.  411,  111  N.  Y.  Supp. 
713,  holding  antenuptial  agreement  procured  by  duress  void;  Deller  v.  Deller, 
141  Wis.  256,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  751,  124  N.  W.  278,  holding  that  antenuptial 
agrreement  to  release  dower  must  be  free  from  fraud  or  imposition. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  27  A.  R.  726,  on  validity  of  antenuptial  contract; 
30  A.  R.  442,  on  setting  aside  antenuptial  conveyance  for  fraud;  2  A.  S.  R. 
:562,  on  effect  of  undue  influence  on  antenuptial  agreements;  24  A.  S.  R.  562, 
on  binding  effect  of  antenuptial  contracts;  99  A.  S.  R.  807,  on  scrutinizing 
antenuptial  agreements. 

Cited  in  notes  in  24  E.  R.  C.  185,  on  validity  of  marriage  settlement:  30 
A.  S.  R.  230;  13  L.R.A.  711,— on  antenuptial  settlements;  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  861, 
on  right  to  enforce  antenuptial  agreements;  6  E.  R.  C.  877,  on  validity  of 
financial  settlement  between  affinanced  parties;  12  E.  R.  C.  765,  on  validity  of 
settlements  to  cut  off  intended  husband  or  wife. 

Criticised  in  Re  Young,  27  Hun,  54.  holding  antenuptial  agreement  whereby 
wife  renounces  her  right  to  personalty  given  by  law  to  widow,  vaUd. 
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Relationship  between  parties  to  antenuptial  contract. 

Cited  in  Heasick  v.  Hessick,  169  111.  486,  48  N.  E.  712,  holding  that  parties 
to  antenuptial  contract  sustain  confidential  relation  to  each  other. 
-Construction  of  antenuptial  agreements. 

Cited  in  Barker  v.  Barker,  126  Ala.  503,  28  So.  587,  holding  antenuptial 
contracts  construed  same  as  in  other  cases  of  confidential  relations;  Carr  v. 
Lackland,  112  ^lo.  442,  20  S.  W.  624,  holding  that  antenuptial  agreement  should 
be  construed  according  to  intention  of  parties  and  surrounding  circumstances; 
Moran  v.  Stewart,  173  Mo.  207,  73  S.  W.  177;  Graham  v.  Graham,  143  N.  Y. 
673,  38  N.  E.  722  (affirming  67  Hun,  329,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  299),— holding  that 
-courts  will  rigidly  scrutinize  antenuptial  contract  which  deprives  wife  of  any 
prospective  interest  in  estate  of  husband;  Johnston  v.  Spicer,  107  N.  Y.  185, 
13  N.  E.  753,  holding  that  courts  of  equity  will  enforce  antenuptial  contracts 
according  to  intention  of  parties;  Ellis  v.  Ellis,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  App.  198,  holding 
that  antenuptial  agreement  should  be  construed  according  to  surrounding 
circumstances. 
Sufficiency  of  consideration   for  antenuptial  contract. 

Cited  in  McNutt  v.  McNutt,  116  Ind.  645,  2  L.R.A.  372,  19  N.  E.  115;  Fisher 
V.  Koontz,  110  Iowa,  498,  80  N.  W.  551;  Spurlock  v.  Brown,  91  Tenn.  241,  18 
S.  W.  868, — ^holding  marriage  good  consideration  for  antenuptial  contract;  Clark 
v.  Clark,  28  Hun,  509,  holding  mutuality  of  stipulations  sufficient  consideration 
for  antenuptial  agreement. 

Burden    of   proof   in    action    contesting   validity    of   antenuptial    agree- 
ment. 

Cited  in  Buncombe  v.  Richards,  46  Mich.  166,  9  N.  W.  149,  holding  burden  on 
l>eneficiar\'  of  death  bed  assignments  to  show  their  fairness;  Carpenter  v.  Com- 
mings.  21  N.  Y.  S.  R.  636,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  947,  holding  burden  of  proof  on  person 
seeking  to  enforce  antenuptial  contract  to  show  its  fairness. 

Cited  in  note  in  33  A.  R.  739,  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  constructive  fraud  as 
l)etween  affianced  parties. 

Distinguished  in  Daniels  v.  Benedict,  38  C.  C.  A.  592,  97  Fed.  367,  holding 
that  party  pleading  agreement  of  separation  need  not  aver  that  it  was  fair  and 
just  to  wife. 
—  Presumption  raised  by  disproportionate  provision  for  wife. 

Cited  in  Russell  v.  Russell,  129  Fed.  434;  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  144  III.  436,  33 
N.  E.  5.32;  Achilles  v.  Achilles,  151  III.  136,  37  N.  E.  693;  Murdock  v.  Murdock, 
219  III.  123,  76  N.  E.  67;  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  94  Ky.  586,  23  S.  W.  361; 
Warner  v.  Warner,  18  Abb.  N.  C.  151, — ^holding  presimiption  that  antenuptial 
agreement  was  obtained  by  fraud  where  provision  made  for  wife  grossly  dis- 
proportionate to  rights  surrendered;  Re  Shed,  33  N.  Y.  S.  R.  10,  11  N.  Y.  Supp. 
788,  to  point  that  every  reasonable  presumption  should  be  made  in  favor  of  wife, 
^hen  relation  of  husband  and  wife  considered;  Hinkle  v.  Hinkle,  34  W.  Va. 
142,  11  S.  E.  993,  holding  presumption  that  antenuptial  agreement  was  fraud- 
ulently obtained  where  wife  illiterate,  and  no  provision  made  for  her  in  return 
•for  her  relinquishing  her  dower. 

Distinguished  in  Davis  v.  Wood,  31  N.  Y.  S.  R.  604,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  460,  holding 
that  court  would  not  presume  fraud  from  smallness  of  provsion  in  wife's 
favor. 

Disapproved  in  Russell  v.  Russell,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  282,  47  Atl.  37,  holding  burden 
Am.   Rep.   Vol.   XVI.— 58. 
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of   proof   upon   wife   to  show  existence   of  gross   disproportion   in   antenuptial 

contract. 

Jurisdiction  of  surrog:ates*  courts  to  construe  antenuptial  agreements. 

Cited  in  Re  Jones,  3  Misc.  586,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  706,  1  Power,  N.  Y.  454,  hold- 
ing that  surrogate's  court  has  power  to  contrue  antenuptial  agreement  between 
testator  and  wife,  in  settlement  of  executor's  account. 
Trust  relation  between  husband  and  wife. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  L.R.A.  65,  on  relations  of  confidence  and  trust  between 
husband   and  wife. 

27  AM.  REP.  28,  MYNARD  v.  SYRACUSE,  B.  &  N.  Y.  R.  CO.  71  N.  Y. 

180. 
Liability  of  carrier  of  animals. 

Cited  in  Covington  Stock  Yards  Co.  v.  Keith,  139  U.  S.  128,  35  L.  ed.  73,. 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  469,  holding  carrier  of  live  stock  subject  to  same  obligations, 
so  far  as  delivery  of  safely  transported  animals  are  concerned,  as  carrier  of 
goods;  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Lehman,  66  Md.  209,  40  A.  R.  415,  holding 
common  law  duty  of  common  carrier  for  safe  carriage  and  due  delivery  of  live 
stock  same  as  that  attending  carriage  of  goods;  Feinberg  v.  Delaware.  L.  k  W. 
R.  Co.  52  N.  J.  451,  20  Atl.  33,  holding  common  carrier  of  live  stock  liable  for 
want  of  due  care  except  for  damages  caused  by  conduct  or  propensities  of  animals 
themselves;  Lewis  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  70  N.  J.  L.  132,  56  Atl.  128,  1  A.  & 
E.  Ann.  Cas.  156;  Waldron  v.  Fargo,  170  N.  Y.  130,  62  N.  E.  1077,— holding  com- 
mon carriers  not  insurers  of  animals  against  injuries  arising  from  their  nature 
and  propensities,  which  care  and  foresight  could  not  prevent;  Reed  v.  Rome,  W. 
&  0.  R.  Co.  48  Hun,  231,  holding  carrier  of  horse  under  same  liability  as  other 
common  carriers. 

Cited  in  notes  in  67  A.  D.  209;  30  A.  R.  13;  31  A.  R.  567;  1  A.  S.  R.  696; 
2  A.  S.  R.  500;  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  438,— ^n  carrier's  liability  for  loss  of,  or  injury 
to,  livestock;  37  A.  S.  R.  639,  on  duty  of  carrier  of  live  stock  to  furnish  suit- 
able cars;  18  L.R.A. (N.S.)  92,  as  to  whether  carrier  is  an  insurer  of  live 
stock  transported;  3  E.  R.  C.  143,  on  liability  of -carrier  for  injury  to  animal 
caused  by  inherent  vice  of  animal. 
Validity  of  contract  limiting  carrier's  liability. 

Cited  in  The  Hadji,  22  Blatchf.  235,  20  Fed.  875  (affirming  16  Fed.  861), 
holding  release  of  responsibility  against  insurable  damage  in  bill  of  ladinp^ 
obnoxious  to  public  policy,  if  construed  to  cover  loss  by  negligence;  Pittsburgh, 
C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Mahoney,  148  Ind.  196,  62  A.  S.  R.  603,  40  L.R.A.  101,  46 
N.  E.  917,  holding  that  common  carriers  may  contract  as  private  carriers  for 
exemption  from  liability;  Meuer  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  6  S.  D.  568,  49 
A.  S.  R.  898,  25  L.R.A.  81,  59  N.  W.  945,  holding  that  common  carrier  of  live 
stock  may  limit  its  liability  by  express  contract  except  as  to  gross  negligence; 
Wilson  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  27  Hun,  149,  holding  that  railroad  com- 
pany may  relieve  itself  from  liability  for  its  own  negligence  by  stipulation;  Sey- 
bolt  V.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  31  Hun,  100,  holding  that  railroad  company- 
may  stipulate  for  immunity  and  exemption  from  negligence;  Grand  v.  Livingston, 
4  A  pp.  Div.  589,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  490,  holding  that  carriers  may  limit,  by 
express  stipulation,  their  common  law  liability  to  extent  of  relieiing  them- 
selves from  responsibility  for  negligence;  Pearsall  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Ca 
124  N.  Y.  256,  21  A.  S.  R.  662,  26  N.  E.  534,  holding  that  common  carrier  may^ 
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exempt  itself  for  loss  by  negligence  by  express  contract  with  shipper;  Fore- 
paugh  &  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  128  Pa.  217,  15  A.  S.  R.  672,  5  L.R.A.  508, 
24  W.  N.  C.  385,  18  Atl.  603,  46  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  607  (affirming  6  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  228,. 
46  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  26),  holding  contract  for  transporting  circus  train  valid 
although  it  stipulated  against  liability  for  accidents  caused  by  negligence  of 
carrier;  Tewes  v.  North  German  Lloyd  S.  S.  Co.  186  N.  Y.  151,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
199,  78  N.  E.  864,  9  A.  &  E.  Cas.  909  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  coramoa 
carrier  to  stipulate  against  liability  for  negligence;  Vogel  v.  Grand  Trunk  R. 
Co.  10  Ont.  App.  Rep.  162,  holding  that  carrier  of  live  stock  cannot  by  special 
contract  relieve  itself  from  liability  for  negligence. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  13  A.  S.  R.  784,  on  validity  of  contract  with  shipper 
limiting  carrier's  liability. 

Cited  in  notes  in  32  A.  D.  500,  501,  on  restriction  on  power  of  common 
carrier  to  limit  its  liability;  62  A.  S.  R.  524;  88  A.  S.  R.  99, — on  validity  of 
limitation  of  carrier's  liability  for  losses  caused  by  negligence  of  carrier  or 
employees;  62  A.  D.  129;  6  E.  R.  C.  348, — on  right  of  carrier  to  limit  his  liability 
by  contract;  82  A.  D.  379,  on  power  of  carriers  to  limit  common-law  liability 
by  contract. 

Disapproved  in  Liverpool  &  G.  W.  Steam  Co.  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  129  U.  S. 
397,  32  L.  ed.  788,  9  Sup.  •Ct.  Rep.  469,  holding  that  common  carrier  by  sea 
cannot  stipulate  against  loss  by  perils  of  sea  ftaused  by  its  own  negligence; 
Doyle  V.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  166  Mass.  492,  55  A.  S.  R.  417,  33  L.R.A.  844,  44  N.  E. 
611,  holding  that  railroad  corporation  cannot,  by  express  contract,  exempt 
itself  from  liability  to  passenger  for  hire  for  its  own  negligence. 
Construction  of  waiver  of  liability  for  negligence. 

Cited  in   Elder  v.   Franklin   Nat.  Bank,  26   Misc.   716,   65  N.  Y.   Supp.   576, 
holding  that  provision  that  bank  shall  not  be  responsible  for  execution  of  order  to 
stop   payment  of  check   does   not  absolve   it  from  duty  of  exercising  ordinary 
care. 
Construction  of  contract  limiting  carrier's  liability. 

Cited  in  Russell  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  157  Ind.  305,  87  A.  S.  R. 
214,  55  L.R.A.  253,  61  N.  E.  678,  to  point  that  liability  for  negligence  will  not 
be  implied  in  exemption  in  contract  by  carrier  unless  expressly  included: 
Mitchell  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  124  Ky.  146,  74  S.  W.  216,  holding  every  presumption 
against  intention  to  contract  for  immunity  for  not  exercising  ordinary  diligence 
in  transaction  of  any  business;  McKinney  v.  Jewett,  24  Hun,  19,  holding 
that  contract  to  relieve  common  carrier  from  its  liability  for  negligence  must 
be  clear  and  specific;  Zimmer  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  42  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
63,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  631,  holding  that  contract  of  carriage  must  be  construed,  w^ 
far  as  it  purports  to  exempt  carrier  from  liability  for  its  negligence,  so  as  not 
to  include  any  sort  of  negligence  not  specifically  stated;  Ghormley  v.  Dinsmore, 
19  Jones  &  S.  196;  Canfield  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  93  N.  Y.  532, 
45  A.  R.  268, — holding  express  exemption  from  consequences  of  negligence  in 
shipping  contract  necessary'  to  relieve  carrier  from  liability;  Giles  v.  Fargo.  28 
Jones  &  S.  117,  43  N.  Y.  S.  R.  65,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  476;  Brewer  v.  New  York,  L. 
E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  124  N.  Y.  59,  21  A.  S.  R.  647,  11  L.R.A.  483,  26  N.  E.  324: 
Rathbone  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  140  N.  Y.  48,  35  N.  E.  418;  Nicholas  v. 
New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  89  N.  Y.  370,— holding  that  shipping  contract  will 
not  be  construed  as  exempting  carrier  from  negligence  unless  intent  so  plainly 
expressed  that  it  cannot  be  misunderstood  by  shipper;  Rubens  v.  Ludgate  nil> 
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S.  S.  Co.  48  N.  Y.  S  R.  732,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  481,  to  point  that  contract  to  relieve 
common  carrier  from  fiaoility  for  negligence  must  be  unequivocal  and  specific; 
Trimble  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  39  App.  Div.  403,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  437, 
holding  that  stipulation  by  carrier  against  liability  for  loss  of  baggage  does  not 
cover  sample  trunk  carried  for  extra  charge;  Odell  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
18  App.  Div.  12,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R.  464,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  464  (dissenting  opinion),  on 
rule  of  construction  applicable  to  stipulations  by  carrier  against  liability  for 
negligence;  Robertson  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  21  Ont.  App.  Rep.  204;  Townsend 
&  VV.  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  United  States  Exp.  Co.  133  Mo.  App.  683,  113  S.  W. 
1161, — holding  that  shipper  cannot  recover  more  than  value  put  on  article. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  29  A.  S.  R.  443,  on  limitation  of  carrier's  liability 
for  negligence  as  to  live  stock;  88  A.  S.  R.  120,  on  construction  of  stipulations 
limiting  carrier's  liability. 

Cited  in  notes  in  67  A.D.  215,  on  limitation  of  liability  of  carriers  of  animals  by 
contract;  82  A.  D.  290,  on  exemption  of  passenger  carrier  from  liability  by  con- 
tract; 1  L.R.A.  601,  on  carrier's  limitation  of  liability  by  contract;  5  A.  S.  R. 
726,  on  common  carriers*  limitation  against  its  negligence;  10  L.R.A.  417,  on  ex- 
emption of  carrier  from  liability  for  negligent  loss  of  goods. 

—  Construction  of  general  words. 

Cited  in  The  Surrey,  26  Fed.  791,  holding  that  general  provision  that  goods 
shall  be  carried  at  "owner's  risV"  does  not  excuse  carrier  from  duty  of  ordinary 
care;  Potter  v.  Sharp,  24  Hun,  179,  holding  that  stipulation  exempting  com- 
mon carrier  of  live  stock  from  liability  for  negligence  will  not  be  implied  from 
general  language  of  contract;  Pratt  v.  Tailer,  114  App.  Div.  574,  100  N.  Y*.  Supp. 
16,  holding  general  words  of  contract  limiting  liability  not  presumed  to  include 
exemption  from  negligence  unless  so  expressed  in  unequivocal  terms;  Holsapple 
V.  Rome,  W.  &  O.  R.  Co.  86  N.  Y.  275,  holding  that  general  stipulation  against 
liability  for  loss  will  not  relieve  carrier  from  responsibility  for  his  own  negligence 
if  general  words  may  operate  without  including  such  negligence;  Kenney  v. 
New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  125  N.  Y.  422,  26  N.  E.  626,  holding  general 
words  in  contract  of  carriage  limiting  liability,  not  construed  as  limiting 
carrier's  liability  for  negligence  when  capable  of  another  construction;  Bates  v. 
Weir,  121  App.  Div.  276,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  785  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability 
of  carrier  for  loss  by  negligence,  where  contract  stipulated  against  liability  for 
loss  "from  whatsoever  cause  arising." 

—  Stlpnlation  against  liability  for  loss  from  delays. 

Cited  in  McKay  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R,  Co.  60  Hun,  663,  3  N.  Y.  Supp. 
708,  holding  that  stipulation  by  carrier  against  delays  does  not  cover  delay 
occasioned  by  its  own  negligence;  Galloway  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  107  App.  Div.  210, 
95  N.  Y.  Supp.  17,  holding  that  provision  exempting  common  carrier  from 
liability  for  delay  does  not  cover  case  of  injury  to  cattle  by  delay;  Jennings  v. 
Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  127  N.  Y.  438,  28  N.  E.  394  (affirming  62  Hun,  227,  6  N.  Y. 
Supp.  140),  holding  that  stipulation  in  contract  of  carriage  against  liability 
for  loss  by  delay  does  not  cover  delay  caused  by  carrier's  negligence. 

—  Stipulation  against  loss  from  decay. 

Cited  in  The  Prussia,  88  Fed.  531,  holding  that  stipulation  in  bill  of  lading 
that  risk  of  due  refrigeration  shall  be  borne  by  shipper  does  not  excuse  carrier 
from  exercise  of  reasonable  care  to  provide  proper  plant  for  that  purpose; 
Sherman  v.  Inman  S.  S.  Co.  26  Hun,  107,  holding  that  stipulation  by  carrier 
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against  liability  for  loss  by  decay  does  not  relieve  it  from  liability  for  decay 
caused  by  its  own  negligence. 

—  Stipulation  against  loss  by  breakage. 

Cited  in  Hutkoff  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  29  Misc.  770,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  254, 
holding  that  stipulation  in  bill  of  lading  against  liability  for  loss  by  breakage 
does  not  exempt  carrier  from  consequences  of  its  own  negligence. 

—  Stipulation  against  presentment  of  claims  after  certain  time. 

Cited  in  Isham  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  112  App.  Div.  612,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  609,  holding 
that  stipulation  in  contract  of  carriage  for  presentment  of  claims  within  certain 
time  does  not  cover  claims  founded  upon  negligence. 

Distinguished  in  Wright  v.  Mutual  Ben.  Life  Asso.  118  N.  Y.  237.  16  A.  S.  R. 
749,  6  L.R.A.  731,  23  N.  E.  186  (affirming  43  Hun.  61),  holding  that  stipulation 
that  policy  be  incontestable  after  two  years  limits  time  in  which  insurer  may 
set  up  fraud  and  lack  of  insurable  interest. 

—  Presumption  as  to  pass  stipulating  against  liability  for  negligence. 
Cited  in  Elliott  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  33  N.  Y.  S.  R.  861,  11  N.  Y. 

Supp.  691,  holding  no  presumption  that  pass  contained  release  from  liability 
for  negligence  of  carrier;  Dow  v.  Syracuse,  L.  &  B.  R.  Co.  81  App.  Div.  302,  80  N. 
Y.  Supp.  941,  holding  that  release  of  liability  in  railroad  pass  must  be  explicit 
in  terms. 
Construction  of  contract  against  person  formulating  it. 

Cited  in  Gillet  v.  Bank  of  America,  160  N.  Y.  649,  66  N.  E.  292,  holding 
agreement  of  customer  formulated  by  bank  construed  liberally  in  favor  of  cus- 
tomer; Marshall  v.  Commercial  Travelers*  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  170  N.  Y.  434,  63  N. 
E.  446,  holding  accident  insurance  policy  construed  in  favor  of  insured  in  case  of 
doubt;  Perry  v.  Payne,  217  Pa.  252,  11  L.R,A.(N.S.)  1173,  66  Atl.  563,  10 
A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  589,  holding  that  contract  of  indemnity  against  damages 
arising  from  accidents  to  persons  should  not  be  construed  to  cover  negligence  of 
indemnitee,  imless  expressed  in  unequivocal  terms. 
Who  are  common  carriers. 

Distinguished  in  Schwartz  v.  Atlantic  &  P.  Teleg.  Co.  18  Hun,  157,  holding 
telegraph  company  not  common  carrier. 
When  act  of  God  will  relieve  from  responsibility. 

Cited  in  O'Donnell  v.  Syracuse,  102  App.  Div.  80,  92  N.Y.  Supp.  555,  holding 
that  act  of  God  only  relieves  from  responsibility  where  no  human  aid  or  in- 
tervention has  contributed  to  loss. 

27  AM.  REP.  35,  ONTHANK  v.  LAKE  SHORE  &  M.  S.  R.  CO.  71  N.  Y. 

194. 
Right  to  change  manner  and  place  of  exercise  of  easement. 

Cited  in  Coyne  v.  Warrior  S.  R.  Co.  137  Ala.  553,  34  So.  1004,  on  right  of 
railroad  company  to  convey  right  of  way  to  connecting  line;  Winslow  v.  Vallejo, 
348  Cal.  723,  113  A.  S.  R.  349,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  851,  84  Pac.  191,  7  A.  A  E.  Ann. 
Cas.  851,  holding  easement  which  is  fixed  and  limited  by  exercise  and  acquiescence 
cannot  be  changed  at  pleasure  of  grantee  of  easement;  Hazard  v.  Wilson,  22 
Misc.  397,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  280,  holding  selection  by  equitable  owner  of  acre  of 
land  released  by  mortgagee  for  valuable  consideration  and  promise  of  former  to 
•erect  building  thereon,  binding  in  absence  of  fraud  in  selection;  Welsh  v.  Taylor, 
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134  N.  Y.  450,  18  L.R.A.  535,  31  N.  E.  896,  holding  that  one  who  owns  land 
subject  to  easement  may  use  it  in  any  way  not  inconsistent  with  easement. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  33  A.  R.  784,  on  right  to  substitute  wind-mill  for 
water-wheel  previously  used;  47  A.  R.  188,  on  right  to  make  changes  as  to 
subject-matter  of  easement;  48  A.  R.  631,  on  enjoining  excessive  use  of  water 
right  by  larger  pipe. 

Cited  in  notes  in  15  L.R.A.  93,  on  right  to  change  easement;  10  E.  R.  C.  178, 
on  right  to  change  mannet  and  place  of  exercise  of  easement. 

—  Right  to  change  location  of  fixed  right  of  way. 

Cited  in  McBryde  v.  Sayre,  86  Ala.  458,  3  L.R.A.  861,  5  So.  791,  as  to  whether 
words  "right  of  way  as  now  provided  and  used"  limit  use,  both  in  quality  and 
quantity,  to  that  which  then  obtained;  Indianapolis  &  V.  R.  Co.  v.  Reynolds, 
116  Ind.  356,  19  N.  E.  141,  holding  that  right  of  way  which  has  been  once  fixed 
and  its  course  defined  with  full  acquiescence  and  consent  of  both  parties  cannot 
be  changed  at  pleasure  of  grantee;  Columbus  &  E.  R,  Co.  v.  Williams,  53  Ohio 
St.  268,  41  N.  E.  261,  holding  grantor  of  right  of  way  estopped  after  six  years 
acquiescence  to  deny  location  is  one  originally  agreed  upon ;  Hines  v.  Hamburger, 
14  App.  Div.  577,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  977;  Burlew  v.  Hunter,  41  App.  Div.  148,  5S 
N.  Y.  Supp.  453, — holding  that  right  of  way  by  necessity  after  selection  re- 
mains as  fixed  right  as  long  as  necessity  exists;  McCruden  v.  Rochester  R.  Co. 
5  Misc.  59,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  114,  holding  that  right  of  way  which  has  been 
exercised  in  fixed  and  definite  course  by  acquiescence  of  parties  cannot  be  changed 
at  pleasure  of  grantee ;  Stephens  v.  New  York,  0.  &  W.  R.  Co.  1 75  N.  Y.  72,  67  N 
E.  110,  holding  that  right  of  way  as  established  at  time  of  grant  and  with  refer- 
ence to  location  of  which  consent  was  given  should  be  held  unchangeable;  Kinney 
v.  Hooker,  65  Vt.  333,  36  A.  S.  R.  864,  26  Atl.  690,  holding  right  of  way  as  located 
by  agreement  of  owner  of  dominant  and  servient  estates  only  way  belonging  to 
subsequent  grantee;  Fox  v.  Buffalo,  R.  &  P.  R.  Co.  67  Misc.  621,  123  N.  Y. 
Supp.  183,  holding  that  railroad  maintaining  farm  under  crossing  for  thirty 
years  cannot  substitute  less  convenient  grade  crossing. 

—  Right  of  owner  of  servient  estate  to  obstruct  right  of  way. 

Cited  in  Wells  v.  Tolman,  88  Hun,  438,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  840,  holding  that  owner 
of  soil  has  no  right  to  sow  grain  on  permanent  road  use  to  which  is  granted  to 
another;  Peabody  v.  Cliandler,  42  App.  Div.  384,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  240  (reversing 
17  Misc.  655,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  1028),  holding  that  "free  ingress  and  egress"  re- 
served in  deed  conveys  only  a  right  to  reasonably  convenient  passage  way:  Herman 
V.  Roberts,  119  N.  Y.  37,  16  A.  S.  R.  801,  7  L.R.A.  226,  23  N.  E.  442,  holding  that 
grantor  of  right  of  way  cannot  materially  obstruct  or  injure  road  bed  by  drawing 
heavy  loads  over  it,  or  depositing  obstructions  thereon. 

—  As  to  water  rights. 

Cited  in  Montana  Ore  Purchasing  Co.  v.  feoston  &  M.  Consol.  C.  &  S.  Min.  Co. 
20  Mont.  533,  62  Pac.  375,  holding  that  grant  of  easement  to  flood  and  store 
water  upon  lands  of  grantor  will  be  construed  to  mean  only  such  water  as  grantor 
used  at  time  of  grant;  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Olive,  142  N.  C.  257,  55  S.  E. 
263,  to  point  that  when  right  to  lay  water  pipe  was  exercised  location  could  not 
be  changed;  Paine  v.  Chandler,  134  N.  Y.  385,  19  L.R.A.  99,  32  N,  E.  18,  hold- 
ing interruption  of  flow  of  water  to  spring  on  one's  own  land  unlawful  diversion 
wliere  grantee  of  adjoining  farm  has  an  implied  grant  to  use  of  waters  of 
spring:  Diffendal  v.  Virginia  Midland  R.  Co.  86  Va.  459,  10  S.  E.  636,  holding 
that  grantee  of  land  subject  to  easement  will  be  enjoined  from  interfering  with 
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water  pipes,  though  tank  located  differently  from  place  named  in  deed,  where 
change  does  not  affect  pipes'  position;  Rhoades  v.  Barnes,  54  Wash.  145,  102 
Pac.  884,  holding  that  grantee  of  dam  cannot  change  its  location  after  several 
years*  use. 

Cited  in  notes  in  313  A.  S.  R.  353;  10  E.  R.  C.  306, — on  right  of  grantee  to 
tn(;rease  size  or  change  location  of  water  pipe. 

27  AM.  REP.  38,  NASH  v.  MITCHELIj,  71  N.  Y.   199. 
Agency  of  husband  as  to  wife*s  separate  property. 

Cited  in  Treman  v.  Allen,  16  Hun,  4,  holding  married  woman  estopped  from 
denying  authority  of  her  agent  where  she  has  clothed  her  husband  with  apparent 
Authority  to  contract  for  her. 
Validity  of  married  woman^s  contracts. 

Cited  in  Vantilburg  v.  Black,  3  Mont.  459,  holding  disabilities  of  married 
women  general  and  exist  at  common  law;  Suau  v.  Caffe,  122  N.  Y.  308,  9  L.R.A. 
593,  25  N.  E.  488  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  husband  and  wife  to  enter 
into  commercial  partnership;  Tallinger  v.  Mandeville,  48  Hun,  152  {dissenting 
opinion),  on  validity  of  agreement  between  husband  and  wife  for  separation. 

—  As  affected  by  statute. 

Cited  in  Walker  v.  Jessup,  43  Ark.  163,  holding  purchase  or  sale  of  real  estate 
not  separate  business  within  meaning  of  married  woman's  act  authorizing  her 
to  carry  on  trade  or  business  on  her  sole  account;  Brick  v.  Campbell,  50  N.  J. 
L.  282,  13  Atl.  255,  holding  married  women  empowered  by  statute  to  contract 
relating  to  their  separate  estate;  Kaufman  v.  Schoeffel,  37  Hun,  140,  holding 
that  married  woman  cannot  carry  on  business  as  partner  with  husband  by  virtue 
of  statute  enabling  her  to  contract  or  carry  on  business  on  her  sole  account; 
Saratoga  County  Bank  v.  Pruyn,  90  N.  Y.  250,  holding  that  married  woman 
cannot  bind  herself  by  contract,  unless  contract  trade  contract,  or  for  benefit 
of  her  separate  estate,  or  where  intent  to  charge  same  is  expressly  stated  in 
contract;  Brick  v.  Campbell,  122  N.  Y.  337,  10'  L.R-A.  259,  25  N.  E.  493,  holding 
that  enabling  acts  in  relation  to  married  women  and  their  separate  property 
cannot  be  invoked  for  purposes  of  compelling  reassignment  of  policy  illegally 
assigned;  Third  Nat.  Bank  v.  Guenther,  17  N.  Y.  S.  R.  403,  holding  that  husband 
■cannot  relieve  himself  of  obligation  to  support  wife  by  contract. 

—  Presnmption  as  to. 

Cited  in  Heacock  v.  Heacock,  108  Iowa,  540,  75  A.  S.  R.  273,  79  N.  W.  353; 
Fairlee  v.  Bloomingdale,  14  Abb.  N.  C.  341,  67  How.  Pr.  292;  Cashman  v.  Henry, 
12  Jones  &  S.  93;  Wells  v.  Applegate,  10  Or.  519, — ^holding  burden  on  party 
setting  up  contract  with  married  woman  to  show  that  its  object  was  one  for 
which  she  could  lawfully  contract;  Broome  v.  Taylor,  76  N.  Y.  564,  holding  com- 
plaint upon  bond  of  married  woman  insufficient  for  not  alleging  that  it  was 
given  for  purpose  binding  on  her. 

27  AM.  REP.  42.  BURROWS  v.  WHITAKER,   71  N.  Y.  291. 
Wlien  title  passes  on  sale  of  chattels. 

Cited  in  Hatch  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  100  U.  S.  124,  25  L.  ed.  554,  holdini^ 
complete  delivery  of  staves  in  accordance  with  terms  of  sale  passes  title  although 
something  remains  to  be  done  in  order  to  ascertain  total  value  at  rates  specified ; 
Farmers'  Phosphate  Co.  v.  Gill,  69  :\rd.  537,  9  A.  S.  R.  443,  1  L.R.A.  707.  16  Atl. 
214,  holding  complete  delivery  of  goods  under  terras  of  contract  transfers  title 
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even  though  goods  not  weighed  or  tested  if  intention  of  parlies  is  plain;  Byles 
V.  Colier,  54  Mich.  1,  19  N.  W.  565,  holding  presumption  that  title  to  personalty 
does  not  pass  so  long  as  anything  remains  to  be  done  to  determine  sum  to  be 
paid,  not  conclusive;  Nash  v.  Brewster,  39  Minn.  530,  2  L.R.A.  409,  41  N.  W. 
105,  holding  weighing  or  measuring  not  absolutely  essential  to  complete  sale,  ex- 
cept when  necessary  to  define  subject  niatter;  Mayer  v.  Beggs,  9  Misc.  352,  29  N. 
Y.  Supp.  702,  holding  that  title  to  sulphur  lying  in  bulk  passed  before  weighing 
and  separation  when  intent  of  parties  to  pass  title  plain  from  contract;  Gallup 
V.  Sterling,  22  Misc.  672,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  942,  holding  that  contract  of  sale 
and  purchase  does  not  pass  title  when  anything  remains  to  be  done  by  seller 
to  ascertain  identity,  quality,  quantity  or  price  of  property;  Price  v.  Heath, 
41  Hun,  585,  holding  sorting  and  acceptance  of  wagon  hubs  not  condition  precedent 
to  passing  of  title  where  delivery  made,  and  sorting  was  merely  to  ascertain 
how  many  were  to  be  paid  for;  Barber  Asphalt  Pav.  Ck).  v.  Standard  Asphalt 
Co.  39  App.  Div.  617,  58  ^.  Y.  Supp.  405,  as  to  whether  transaction  is  sale 
by  which  title  has  passed  to  purchaser;  O'Brien  v.  Jones,  15  Jones  &  S.  67, 
as  to  passing  of  title  to  iron  sills  to  be  taken  down  by  purchaser,  broken  up,  and 
weighed;  H.  M.  Tyler  Lumber  Co.  v.  Charlton,  128  Mich.  299,  92  A.  S.  R.  452, 
56  L.R,A.  301,  87  N.  W.  268;  Morgan  v.  King,  28  W.  Va.  1,  57  A.  R.  633,— holding 
question  whether  sale  of  personalty  is  complete  or  executory,  one  to  be  determined 
from  intent  of  parties  as  gathered  from  contract  and  surrounding  circumstances ; 
Barr  v.  Borthwick,  19  Or.  578,  25  Pac.  360,  holding  that  title  to  wood  passed 
by  delivery  although  it  had  to  be  measured  in  order  to  ascertain  total  quantity 
and  value;  Wadhams  v.  Balfour,  32  Or.  313,  61  Pac.  642,  holding  that  title 
to  chattels  may  pass  before  weighing  or  measuring  when  intent  to  sell  and 
deliver  apparent;  Sempel  v.  Northern  Hardwood  Limiber  Co.  142  Iowa,  586,  121 
N.  W.  23,  holding  that  title  to  logs  to  be  cut  from  standing  timber  and  delivered 
for  inspection  and  measurement  does  not  pass  prior  to  inspection;  Sanfrer  v. 
Waterbury,  116  N.  Y.  371,  22  N.  E.  404,  holding  that  title  to  bags  of  coffee 
identified  by  numbers  passes,  though  not  weighed  or  price  determined;  Gass  v. 
Mills,.  134  App.  Div.  184,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  982,  holding  that  consignee  by 
refusing  to  pay  freight  cannot  prevent  passing  of  title. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  29  A.  R.  282,  on  necessity  for  separation  to  pass 
title  to  part  of  mass. 

Cited  in  notes  in  54  A.  R.  624;  30  A.  R.  537, — on  when  title  passes  in  sales; 
49  A.  D.  337,  on  sufficiency  of  symbolical  delivery  and  constructive  acceptance 
of  goods  to  complete  sale;  96  A.  S.  R.  228;  49  A.  D.  340, — on  receipt  and  accep- 
tance of  goods  as  question  for  jury;  62  A.  D.  67,  as  to  when  property  passes 
in  vessel  or  article  to  be  built  or  manufactured;  17  L.R.A.  180,  181.  on  necessity 
that  nothing  remains  to  be  done  to  passing  of  title  on  sale  of  goods:  19  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  200,  on  effect  on  sale,  of  destruction  of  property  after  actual  or  con- 
structive delivery,  preventing  the  ascertainment  of  the  price  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  contract;  26  L.R.A. (N.S.)  12,  14,  16,  17,  22,  on  sufficiency  of 
selection  or  designation  of  goods  sold  out  of  larger  lot. 

Distinguished  in  Rosenthal  Bros.  v.  Kahn,  19  Or.  571,  24  Pac.  989,  holding 
that  title  to  goods  will  not  pass  until  measured  when  they  are  to  be  measured 
to  ascertain  quantity,  unless  intention  of  parties  is  otherwise;  Cornell  v.  Clark, 
104  N.  Y.  451,  10  N.  E.  888,  holding  that  title  to  ties  did  not  pass  by  delivery, 
where  sold  subject  to  inspection  and  right  to  reject  unmerchantable  ties. 
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27  AM.  REP.  47,  MERRITT  ▼.  PORTCHESTER,  71  N.  Y?  309. 
Necessity  of  strict  compliance  with  statates  —  Statutes  affecting:  title  to 
private  property. 

Cited  in  Indianapolis  &  C.  Gravel  Road  Co.  v.  State,  105  Ind.  37,  4  N.  E.  316; 
Jenkins  v.  Young,  43  Hun,  194;  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Portland,  41  Or.  1,  67 
Pac.  1112, — holding  that  proceedings  in  derogation  of  common  law,  by  which 
title  to  private  property  may  be  divested  must  be  conducted  in  substantial 
compliance  with  statute;  Carlton  v.  Newman,  77  Me.  408,  1  Atl.  194;  Voght 
v.  Buffalo,  37  N.  Y.  S.  R.  471,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  679,— -holding  that  statute  which 
can  result  in  taking  of  property  and  divesting  of  title  must  be  strictly  construed ; 
Conde  v.  Schenectady,  29  App.  Div.  604,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  864;  Queens  County 
Water  Co.  v.  Monroe,  83  App.  Div.  105,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  610, — ^holding  authority 
of  municipality  to  take  private  property  strictly  construed;  Re  South  Market 
Street,  76  Hun,  86,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  843,  holding  that  proceedings  for  condemnation 
of  land  must  strictly  comply  with  statute;  People  ex  rel.  United  States  Standard 
Voting  Mach.  Co.  v.  Geneva,  98  App.  Div.  383,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  276,  holding  that 
literal  compliance  with  statute  must  clearly  appear  where  resolution  of  council 
involves  appropriation  of  money;  Re  Albany  R.  Co.  8  N.  Y.  S.  R.  486,  holding 
that  statutory  proceedings  affecting  private  property  must  be  strictly  pur- 
sued. 

Cited  in  note  in  37  A.  D.  309,  on  necessity  for  strict  compliance  with  statute 
relied  upon  as  basis  of  forfeiture  of  estate. 
—  Statutory  mode  for  levying  assessments  generally. 

Cited  in  Watkins  v.  Griffith,  69  Ark.  344,  27  S.  W.  234,  holding  statutory 
requijement  of  consent  of  majority  of  landowners  in  improvement  district  neces- 
sary to  valid  assessment  for  local  improvements;  Keese  v.  Denver,  10  Colo.  112, 
15  Pac.  825,  holding  that  grants  of  power  to  make  local  assessments  are  strictly 
construed  and  must  be  strictly  followed ;  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  Edgerton, 
125  Ind.  455,  26  N.  E.  436,  holding  failure  of  municipality  to  comply  strictly 
with  statutory  requirement  in  making  local  improvement,  regarded  as  mere 
irregularity,  when  not  jurisdictional;  McLauren  v.  Grand  Forks,  6  Dak.  397, 
43  N.  W.  710;  Mason  v.  Sioux  Falls,  2  S.  D.  640,  39  A.  S.  R.  802,  61  N.  VV. 
770;  Savage  v.  Buffalo,  69  Hun,  606,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  101;  Guest  v.  Brooklyn, 
79  N.  Y.  624;  Stebbins  v.  Kay,  123  N.  Y.  31,  26  N.  E.  207;  People  ex  rel.  O'Reilly 
V.  Kingston,  189  N.  Y.  66,  81  N.  E.  657  (reversing  114  App.  Div.  326,  99  X.  Y. 
Supp.  657), — holding  that  enabling  statute  in  assessment  proceedings  for  local 
improvements  must  be  strictly  pursued;  Smith  v.  Omaha,  49  Neb.  883,  69  N. 
\V.  402,  holding  that  record  must  affirmatively  show  all  conditions  essential  to 
valid  exercise  of  taxing  power;  Rochester  v.  Farrar,  44  Misc.  394,  89  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1035,  holding  that  all  proceedings  for  purpose  of  taxation  must  be  sub- 
stantially complied  with;  People  ex  rel.  Johnson  v.  Whitneys  Point,  32  Hun, 
508,  holding  that  statutory  provisions  in  proceedings  for  laying  out  streets 
must  be  strictly  pursued;  Tingue  v.  Port  Chester,  101  N.  Y.  294,  4  X.  E.  625; 
Bruecher  v.  Port  Chester,  101  N.  Y.  240,  4  N.  E.  272,  17  Abb.  X.  C.  3G1  (affirming 
31  Hun,  550), — to  point  that  substantial  departure  from  prescribed  statutory 
method  of  levying  assessments  for  local  improvements  is  fatal;  Brevoort  v. 
Brooklyn,  89  N.  Y.  128,  holding  that  substantial  requirements  of  statute  must 
be  strictly  followed  before  property  can  be  compulsorily  taken  for  payment  of 
assessment;  May  v.  Traphagen,  139  X.  Y.  478,  34  N.  E.  10G4.  holding  that  all 
proceedings  prescribed  by  law  for  assessment  of  land  for  taxation  purposes  must 
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he  substantially  complied  with;  Granger  v.  Buffalo,  6  Abb.  N.  C.  238;  Felthousen 
V.  Amsterdam,  69  Hun,  505,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  424;  Re  Klock,  30  App.  Div.  24,  51 
N.  Y.  Supp.  897;  Smadbeck  v.  Mt.  Vernon,  124  App.  Div.  515,  109  N.  Y.  Supp. 
70;  Ladd  v.  Spencer,  23  Or.  193,  31  Pac.  474;  Connor  v.  Paris,  87  Tex.  32,  27 
S.  W.  88, — holding  that  enabling  statute  in  street  assessment  proceedings  must 
be  strictly  followed;  Tefft  v.  Lewis,  27  R.  I.  9,  60  Atl.  243,  holding  statutory- 
requirement  that  all  school  district  property  shall  be  appraised  must  be  ful- 
filled in  order  to  render  tax  assessed  in  pursuance  thereof  valid;  Blanchard 
V.  Barre,  77  Vt.  420,  60  Atl.  970,  holding  that  prescribed  mode  of  exercising 
power  to  make  local  assessments  must  be  followed. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  39  A.  S.  R.  812,  on  construction  of  statutes  con- 
ferring power  on  municipalities  to  make  assessments  for  street  improvements. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  L.R.A.  534,  on  essentials  in  local  taxation. 

Distinguished  in  Knell  v.  Buffalo,  54  Hun,  80,  7   N.  Y.  Supp.  263,  holding 
mere  clerical  or  accidental  departure  from  statutory  authority  in  carrying  out 
local    improvements    immaterial. 
'—  As  to  publication  of  notice. 

Cited  in  Dumars  v.  Denver,  16  Colo.  App.  376,  66  Pac.  580,  holding  that 
failure  of  board  of  public  works  to  make  statutory  publication  of  notice  of 
proposed  construction  of  sewer  vitiates  assessment  therefor;  People  ex  rel. 
Stephens  v.  See,  29  Hun,  216,  holding  statutory  notice  of  reassessment  of  dam- 
ages awarded  by  commissioners  in  laying  out  highway  prerequisite  to  axjquisition 
of  jurisdiction;  Re  Pennie,  46  Hun,  391,  holding  requirement  of  one  week's  notice 
by  five  consecutive  publications  of  meeting  to  receive  bids,  mandatory;  Tifft  v. 
Buffalo,  27  N.  Y.  S.  R.  72,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  633,  holding  that  omission  to  publish 
statutory  notice  of  intention  to  sprinkle  street  invalidates  assessment  therefor. 

Distinguished   in   Hendrickson   v.   New   York   City,   24   Misc.   231,   52   N.   Y. 
Supp.  790,  holding  filing  of  petition  inferred  from  public  notice  that  town  had 
received  it;   Re  Wood,   111   App.  Div.   781,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  871,  holding  that 
highway  commissioners  may  waive  notice  of  application  to  lay  out  road. 
«-As  to  taking  of  oath  by  assessing  officials. 

Cited  in  Stiewel  v.  Fencing  Dist.  No.  6,  71  Ark.  17,  70  S.  W.  308,  holding 
statute  which  provides,  that  each  member  of  board  of  fencing  district  shall  take 
prescribed  oath,  mandatory;  Eaton  v.  Bennett,  10  N.  D.  346,  87  N.  W.  188, 
holding  statutory  authentication  of  assessment  roll  by  assessor  vital  to  taxes 
based  on  assessment;  Hentig  v.  Gilmore,  33  Kan.  234,  6  Pac.  304,  holding  that 
omission  of  tax  appraisers  to  take  oath  before  appraisement  vitiates  tax;  O'Doii- 
nell  V.  Mclntyre,  37  Hun,  615,  holding  that  requirements  of  statute  as  to  cer- 
tification of  assessment  books  must  be  strictly  complied  with;  Inman  v.  Coleman, 
37  Hun,  170,  holding  omission  of  words  "at  which  they  would  appraise  same  in 
payment  of  just  debt  due  from  solvent  debtor,"  from  assessor's  oath  invalidate^ 
tax;  Re  Gilroy,  85  Hun,  424.  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  891,  holding  omission  of  word 
**faithfully"  in  oath  of  commissioners  in  eminent  domain  proceedings,  fatal  to 
validity  of  proceedings;  Allen  v.  Northville,  39  Hun,  240,  on  regularity  of 
mode  of  summoning  and  swearing  jury  in  proceedings  to  widen  streets;  Shattuck 
V.  Bascom,  105  N.  Y.  39,  12  N.  E.  283,  holding  that  any  material  variation  from 
prescribed  oath  to  be  taken  by  assessors  will  invalidate  assessment;  Lynde  v. 
Drummerston,  61  Vt.  48,  17  Atl.  45,  holding  tax  list  invalidated  by  listers 
adding  to  oath  words  "to  best  of  our  judgment;*'  People  v.  Inman,  197  N.  Y. 
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200,  90  N.  E.  438,  holding  that  failure  of  assessors  to  take  oath  invalidates 
tax. 

Distinguished  in  Dows  v.  Irvington,  66  How.  Pr.  93,  13  Abb.  N.  C.  162, 
holding  assessment  levied  by  trustees  of  village  who  failed  to  take  prescribed 
oath  of  office,  valid;  People  ex  rel.  Swinburne  v.  Nolan,  101  N.  Y.  539,  5  N.  E. 
446,  holding  oath  not  condition  precedent  to  right  to  recovery  of  office. 
Power  of  coarts  to  declare  immaterial  that  which  legislature  has 
directed. 

Cited  in  Angel  v.  Hurae,  17  Hun,  374;  Burr  v.  Palmer,  63  App.  Div.  358,  65 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1056;  Archer  v.  Mt.  Vernon,  63  App.  Div.  286,  71  N.  Y.  Supp. 
571;  Re  Bischoff,  80  App.  Div.  326, — holding  that  courts  cannot  declare  immaterial 
that  which  legislature  ha«  directed;  Liebermann  v.  Milwaukee,  89  Wis.  336,  61 
N.  W.  1112,  holding  that  courts  cannot  treat  as  immaterial  that  which  law  regards 
as  substance  of  proceeding. 
Collateral  attack  on  assessment. 

Cited  in  Moore  v.  Albany,  98  N.  Y.  396,  holding  judgment  declaring  assessment 
void  not  binding  on  court  in  another  suit  by  another  plaintiff  on  same  assess- 
ment. 

Distinguished  in  Glens  Falls  v.  McMullen,  62  Misc.  134,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  49, 
liolding  that  regularly  levied  assessment  by  village  trustees  having  jurisdiction 
is  not  subject  to  collateral  attack. 

27  AM.  REP.  61,  COBB  v.  KNAPP,   71  N.  Y.   348. 
Liability  of  agent  contracting  in  his  own  name. 

Cited  in  Patrick  v.  Bowman,  149  U.  S.  411,  37  L.  ed.  790,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
811,  holding  that  one  who  holds  himself  out  as  agent  of  one  he  has  no  authority 
to  represent  is  liable  personally  if  credit  given  to  agent;  Paine  v.  Loeb,  37 
C.  C.  A.  434,  96  Fed.  164,  to  point  that  agent  of  undisclosed  principal  is  liable 
at  option  of  opposite  party;  Fritz  v.  Kennedy,  119  Iowa,  628,  93  N.  W.  603; 
Meany  v.  Rosenberg,  28  Misc.  520,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  582, — holding  local  attorney 
personally  liable  for  retainer  of  foreign  attorney  in  his  own  name,  where  credit 
given  to  him;  Porter  v.  Merrill,  138  Mo.  555,  39  S.  W.  798;  Ashner  v.  Aben- 
heim,  19  Misc.  282,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  69;  Newman  v.  Greeff,  101  N.  Y.  603,  5 
N.  E.  355, — holding  agent  of  undisclosed  principal  liable  as  principal;  Kneeland 
V.  (oatsworth,  29  N.  Y.  S.  R.  844,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  416,  holding  agent  liable  for 
work  ordered  by  him  where  he  fails  to  disclose  agency  to  one  doin*?  work;  Frank 
V.  Olin,  15  N.  Y.  S.  R.  161,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  402;  Whitman  v.  Johnson,  10  Misc. 
725,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  805, — holding  agent  contracting  in  his  own  name  personally 
bound  unless  he  discloses  fact  of  his  agency  and  name  of  principal  to  other 
party;  Argersinger  v.  Macnaughton,  114  N.  Y.  535,  11  A.  S.  R.  687,  21  X.  E. 
1022,  holding  agent  contracting  in  his  own  name  and  failinjr  to  disclose  name 
of  his  principal  at  time  of  making  contract,  personally  liable:  Adamson  v.  P^l- 
well  17  Jones  &  S.  494;  De  Remer  v.  Brown,  165  N.*  Y.  410,  59  N.  E.  120,— 
holding  agent  contracting  in  his  own  name  personolly  bound;  Good  v.  Rum- 
BPy,  50  App.  Div.  280,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  981:  McClure  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  165 
N.  Y.  lOS.  0.3  L.R.A.  l.")3.  58  N.  E.  777. — holding  apont  of  undisclosed  principal 
liable  to  third  party  having  knowledore  of  former's  agency  but  ignorant  as  to 
naiKo  of  principal;  Knapp  v.  Simon.  86  N.  Y.  311;  Knapp  v.  Simon,  96  N.  Y. 
284,  6  X.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rop.  1, — holding  that  vendor  may  hold  either  umlis- 
clospfl    principal    or   atrciit    rospnnsible    for    price    of   property    purchased;    Ker 
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nochan  v.  Murray,  111  N.  Y.  306,  7  A.  S.  R.  744,  2  L.R.A.  183,  18  N.  E.  868, 
holding  that  selh'ng  agents  of  undisclosed  principal  stand  in  respect  to  buyer 
SLB  owner  and  vendor;  Sister  v.  Shaffer,  43  W.  Va.  769,  28  S.  E.  721,  holding 
function  of  agent  to  bind  principal  and  not  himself  if  he  would  escape  personal 
liability. 

Cited  in  notes  in  93  A.  D.  174,  on  liability  of  brokers  other  than  stockbrokers; 
22  A.  S.  R.  509,  on  agent's  liability  where  he  contracts  personalty  or  conceals 
agency;  2  E.  R.  C.  436,  on  liability  of  factor  who  conceals  his  principal. 
—  For  illegal  sale  of  liqnor. 

Cited  in  Neeley  v.  State,  60  Ark.  66,  46  A.  S.  R.  148,  27  L.RJL  503,  28  S. 
W.  800,  holding  sale  of  liquor     to  minor  as  agent  of  undisclosed  principal  sale 
to  minor. 
What  constitutes  snflQctent  disclosure  of  principal  to  release  agent. 

Cited  in  Hamlin  v.  Abell,  120  Mo.  188,  25  S.  W.  516,  holding  mere  fact  that 
person  selling  commercial  paper  is  broker  not  notice  that  he  is  acting  as  agent; 
Nelson  v.  Andrews,  19  Misc.  623,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  384,  holding  statement  that 
premises  belonged  to  certain  "estate"  not  sufficient  disclosure  of  principal'i 
name  to  release  agent;  Forrest  v.  McCarthy,  30  Misc.  125,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  853, 
holding  that  failure  of  agent  to  disclose  agency  does  not  make  him  personally 
liable  where  other  party  knew  she  was  dealing  with  principal;  Mahoney  v. 
Kent,  7  Misc.  726,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  19;  Powers  v.  McLean,  14  App.  Div.  92, 
43  N.  Y.  Supp.  477, — holding  actual  knowledge  of  true  principal  necessary  in 
order  to  relieve  agent  from  personal  liability  to  third  party. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  40  A.  R.  174,  on  righta  of  buyer  from  agent  of 
undisclosed  principal. 

Cited  in  note  in  2  E.  R.  C.  483,  on  right  of  vendor  to  hold  undisclosed  prin- 
cipal. 

Distinguished  in  Mercer  v.  Leihy,  139  Mich.  447,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  972,  holding 
disclosure  of  principal  by  auctioneer  presumption  that  he  does  not  contract  upon 
liis  own  behalf;  Underbill  v.  Smith,  62  Misc.  349,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  142,  holding 
agent  not  personally  bound  where  agency  disclosed,  unless  clear  and  explicit 
evidence  of  intention  to  substitute  his  personal  liability  or  superadd  it  to  that 
of  principal. 
Right  of  agent  of  undisclosed  principal  to  sue  in  his  own  name. 

Cited  in  Ludwig  v.  Gillespie,  19  Jones  A  S.  310,  holding  that  agent  contract- 
ing in  his  own  name  may  sue  in  his  own  name  without  joining  principal;  Tex- 
arkana  &  Ft.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Texas  &  N.  0.  R.  Co.  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  541,  67 
S.  W.  525,  holding  that  agent  of  undisclosed  principal  may  sue  upon  lease 
executed  by  him  as  such. 
To  whom  credit  is  given  as  question  of  law  or  fact. 

Cited  in  Kelley  v.  Faulhaber,  18  Misc.  64,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  26,  holding  question 
whether  attorney  gave  credit  to  husband  or  wife  one  of  fact;  Patten  v.  Pan- 
coast,  109  N.  Y.  625,  15  N.  E.  893,  2  Silv.  Ct.  App.  28,  holding  question  whether 
defendants  contracted  as  agents  and  whether  plaintiffs  knew  of  their  agency 
one  for  jury. 
Election  to  proceed  against  one  of  two  parties  liable. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Wallis,  84  Hun,  376,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  382,  holding 
that  rpcovery  aprainst  one  debtor  does  not  discharge  codebtor;  Fowler  v.  Bow- 
ery Sav.  Bank,   113  N.  Y.  450,  10  A.  S.  R.  479,  4  L.R.A.  145,  21  N.  E.    172, 
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23  Abb.  N.  C.  133,  2  Silv.  Ct.  App.  280,  holding  election  of  beneHciary  to  rat- 
ify act  of  trustee  in  paying  money  due  him  to  another  and  sue  latter,  conclu- 
sive. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  10  A.  S.  R.  494,  on  pursuit  of  one  remedy  as 
irrevocable  election    not  to   pursue   another. 

—  Between  agent  and  nndisclosed  principal. 

Cited  in  Barrell  v.  Newby,  62  C.  C.  A.  382,  127  Fed.  656,  holding  election 
by  third  party  to  hold  agent  after  discovery  of  undisclosed  principal  binding; 
Mussenden  v.  Raiffe,  131  111.  App.  456,  holding  suit  against  principal  and  agent 
with  dismissal  as  to  one  of  them,  no  election  to  proceed  against  one,  where 
action  in  which  dismissal  is  entered  does  not  proceed  to  judgment;  McLean 
V.  Sexton,  44  App.  Div.  520,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  871,  holding  that  property  owner 
and  lessee,  his  imdisclosed  agent,  may  be  sued  together  in  same  action;  Beidle- 
man  v.  Kelly,  51  Misc.  51,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  907;  American  Trading  Co.  v. 
Thomas  Wilson  Sons  &  Co.  37  Misc.  76,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  718,— holding  that 
agent  and  undisclosed  principal  may  be  sued  in  same  action,  but  that  there 
can  be  only  one  satisfaction;  Drennanv.  Boice,  19  Misc.  641,  44  N.  Y.  Supp. 
394,  holding  liability  of  agent  and  undisclosed  principal  several  but  alternative 
liability;  Tew  v.  Wolfsohn,  77  App.  Div.  454,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  286,  33  N.  Y. 
Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  278,  holding  bringing  of  action  against  both  agent  and  undis- 
closed principal  not  an  election  to  hold  principal  and  not  agent. 

Cited  in  notes  in  2  L.R.A.  812,  on  right  of  election  to  proceed  against  prin- 
cipal or  against  agent;  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  786,  788,  790,  on  commencing  action 
or  taking  judgment  against  either  undisclosed  principal  or  his  agent  as  bar 
to  subsequent  action  against  other;  2  E.  R.  C.  470,  on  election  to  hold  prin- 
cipal  or  agent  on   discovering  undisclosed   principal. 

Distinguished  in  Murphy  v.  Hutchinson,  93  Miss.  643,  21  L.R,A.(N.S.)  785, 
48  So.  178,  17  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  611,  holding  that  creditor,  having  at  his 
election  right  of  action  against  either  principal  or  agent,  who  obtains  judg- 
ment against  either  cannot  sue  other. 

27  AM.  REP.  65,  ATTY.  GEN.  ▼.  CONTINENT AIj  li.  INS.  CO.  71  N.  Y. 

825. 
I^liat  constitutes  an  equitable  assignment. 

Cited  in  Re  Le  Blanc,  4  Abb.  N.  C.  221,  14  Hun,  8,  holding  money  deposited 
for  express  purpose  of  paying  declared  dividends  specifically  appropriated  as 
against  receiver  subsequently  appointed. 

Distinguished  in  Coates  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  91  N.  Y.  20  (reversing  15  Jones 
&  S.  322),  holding  written  instruction  to  bank  to  transfer  a  credit  upon  its 
books  to  another  an  equitable  assignment  of  amount  named  as*  against  subse- 
quent assignee  for  benefit  of  creditors. 

—  Order  as. 

Cited  in  Weinhauer  v.  Morrison,  49  Hun,  498,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  544,  holding 
that  use  of  words  "charge  same  to  me"  in  order  does  not  efl'ect  an  equitable 
assignment  of  sum  named;  Izzo  v.  Ludington,  79  App.  Div.  272,  79  N.  Y.  Supp. 
744,  holding  equitable  assignment  not  eflfected  by  use  in  order  of  words  "money 
to  balance  account"  and  "charge  same  to  my  account;"  People  v.  C.  Remington 
A  Sons,  45  Hun,  329,  holding  order  drawn  generally  upon  employer  who  is 
indebted  to  workman  on  account  of  wages  not  an  equitable  assignment  of 
sum  named;   People  ex  rel.  Dannat  v.  Comptroller,  77  N.  Y.  46,  holding  order 
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for   payment  of   valid  claim   out  of   seventh  instalment  to  become  due   under 
building  contract  an  equitable  assignment  of  amount  named. 
—  Check  or  draft  as  generally. 

Cited  in  Rosenthal  v.  Mastin  Bank,  17  Blatchf.  318,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,063,. 
holding  draft  on  drawer's  deposit  in  bank  made  in  usual  form  without  words, 
of  transfer,  or  designating  any  particular  fund,  not  an  assignment  of  amount 
named,  when  it  has  not  been  accepted  or  charged  against  drawer;  Abt  v. 
American  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank,  369  111.  467,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  176,  42  N.  E. 
866,  holding  draft  drawn  in  Illinois  upon  bank  in  New  York  not  an  assign- 
ment, pro  tanto,  of  drawer's  deposit;  Risley  v.  Phoenix  Bank,  83  N.  Y.  318^ 
38  Am.  Rep.  421,  holding  check  in  usual  form  drawn  against  general  deposit  not 
an  equitable  assignment  of  sum  named;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Clark,  42  Hun,  16^ 
holding  check  in  usual  form  for  whole  deposit  not  an  assignment  thereof;  Grant  v. 
MacNutt,  12  Misc.  20,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  62,  holding  check  drawn  on  general  deposit 
not  an  assignment  of  amount  named,  though  it  had  been  sent  to  Clearing  House ; 
Dolan  V.  Davidson,  26  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  403,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  394;  McArdle 
V.  German  Alliance  Ins.  Co.  183  N.  Y.  368,  76  N.  E.  337,— holding  that  check 
or  draft  in  ordinary  form  does  not  amount  to  equitable  assignment  of  fund.s 
of  drawer  in  hands  of  drawee;  People  v.  St.  Nicholas  Bank,  77  Hun,  159,  28 
N.  Y.  Supp.  407,  holding  ordinary  check  upon  general  deposit  not  an  assign- 
ment of  any  part  thereof  as  against  receiver  subsequently  appointed  for  drawer, 
though  it  had  been  sent  to  Clearing  House;  Dickinson  v.  Coates,  79  Mo.  250,. 
49  Am.  Rep.  228,  holding  bank  check  in  usual  form  drawn  for  part  of  drawer's 
deposit  not  an  assignment  pro  tanto  at  law  or  in  equity;  O'Connor  v.  Mechanics' 
Bank,  124  N.  Y.  324,  26  N.  E.  816,  holding  ordinary,  uncertified  check  upon 
general  account,  neither  legal  nor  equitable  assignment  of  any  part  of  drawer's 
deposit  which  payee  can  enforce  against  bank;  Throop  Grain  Cleaner  Co.  v. 
Smith,  3  How.  N.  S.  290,  holding  check,  or  inland  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  in 
ordinary  form,  and  not  upon  any  particular  fund,  nor  using  words  of  transfer* 
not  an  assignment,  actual  or  equitable,  of  funds  of  drawer  in  hands  of  drawee; 
Jordan's  Appeal,  10  W.  N.  C.  37,  holding  check  in  ordinary  form,  designating 
no  particular  fund,  containing  no  words  importing  transfer  of  whole  or  part 
of  balance  standing  to  drawer's  credit,  nor  corresponding  in  amount  with  such 
balance,  not  a  legal  or  equitable  assignment  of  sum  named;  First  Nat.  Bank's 
Appeal,  38  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  125,  holding  simple  draft  not  assignment  of  amount 
named  as  against  subsequent  assignee  for  creditors  appointed  before  acceptance; 
Akin  V.  Jones,  93  Tenn.  353,  35  L.R.A.  523,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  921,  27  S.  W. 
669,  holding  check  in  usual  form  drawn  by  one  bank  upon  its  funds  dep'^sitetl 
with  another  not  an  assignment  of  sum  named;  Kurtz  v.  Smither,  1  Deni.  39.*, 
holding  delivery,  by  one  about  to  die,  of  check  for  amount  of  deposit,  for 
which  negotiable  certificate  has  been  issued,  an  equitable  assignment  and  vnlid 
gift  causa  mortis;  Harrison  v.  Wright,  100  Ind.  512.  50  Am.  Rep.  805.  holdin*:? 
check  without  words  of  transfer,  and  not  drawn  on  any  particular  fund.  nf>t 
an  as^i<Tnnient  of  amount  named  so  as  to  entitle  holder  to  preference  as  airoin'^t 
otlier  depositors  and  creditors  of  insolvent  drawer;  Covert  v.  Rhodes,  48  Oluo 
St.  60,  27  N.  E.  94,  holding  draft  or  check  for  part  of  drawer's  deposit,  or 
sum  due  him,  not  an  equitable  assignment  of  sum  named  until  accepted;  Xas?- 
sau  Bank  v.  Ritzinger,  5  N.  Y.  S.  R.  309.  holding  draft  not  an  assignniont  <'f 
fund  pro  tanto;  German  Sav.  Inst.  v.  Adae,  1  McCrary,  601,  8  Fed.  106,  ho^l- 
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ing  check,  or  draft,  drawn  in  ordinary  form  upon  fund  in  bank  an  equitable 
assignment  of  amount  named,   as  between  drawer   and   payee. 

Cited  in  notes  in  51  A.  D.  363,  on  draft  as  assignment;  89  A.  D.  442; 
19  A.  S.  R.  610;  19  L.  ed.  U.  S.  898;  10  E.  R.  C.  424,— on  bank  check  aa 
equitable   assignment  of  deposit. 

—  Effect  of  acceptance. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Sheppard,  37  App.  Div.  119,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  1130,  holding 
that  acceptance  for  deposit  of  check  drawn  by  outgoing  county  treasurer  in 
favor  of  his  successor  for  amount  of  court  funds  on  deposit  and  issue  of  de- 
posit book  to  latter  operates  as  an  assignment  of  the  fund. 

—  Necessity  of  acceptance. 

Cited  in  Bowker  v.  Haight  &  F.  Co.  146  Fed.  257;  Clark  v.  Toronto  Bank,  72 
Kan.  1,  115  A.  S.  R.  173,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  83,  82  Pac.  582,— holding  that  issu- 
ance  of  bank  draft  does  not  operate  prior  to  acceptance,  as  assignment  of 
part  of  fund  against  which  it  drawn;  Cashman  v.  Harrison,  90  Cal.  297,  27 
Pac.  283,  holding  bill  of  exchange  chargeable  "to  account  of*  drawer  but  not 
specifying  any  particular  fund  not  an  assignment  of  amount  named  until  accepted 
by  drawee;  Dolon  v.  Davidson,  16  Misc.  310,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  394;  Imboden  v.  Per- 
rie,  13  Lea.  504, — holding  check  in  usual  form  on  no  particular  fund  not  an  as- 
signment, until  after  presentment  and  acceptance;  Holbrook  v.  Payne,  151  Mass. 
383,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  456,  24  N.  E.  210,  holding  equitable  assignment  of  amount 
specified  not  effected  by  order  upon  debtor  containing  words  "charge  same  to  ac- 
count of"  or  "to  account  of,"  though  retained  by  drawee  without  further  act 
indicating  acceptance;  Hall  v.  Flanders,  83  Me.  242,  22  Atl.  158,  holding 
order  containing  instruction  to  "charge  same  to"  drawer  not  an  equitable  as- 
signment of  sum  named  until  accepted;  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Metro- 
politan Nat.  Bank,  54  Ohio  St.  60,  31  L.R.A.  653,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  700,  42 
N.  E.  700;  Creveling  v.  Bloomsbury  Nat.  Bank,  46  N.  J.  L.  255,  50  Am.  Rep. 
417, — holding  check  in  ordinary  form  not  an  assignment  of  amount  named 
which  will  support  action  by  payee,  or  holder,  against  bank  for  refusal  to 
pay  it  on  presentation,  though  having  funds  belonging  to  drawer  sufficient  to 
meet  it;  People  ex  rel.  National  Exch.  Bank  v.  Stupp,  49  Hun,  544,  2  N.  Y. 
Supp.  537,  holding  liability  upon  draft  not  drawn  upon  any  particular  fund 
dependent  upon  drawee's  acceptance;  Pease  v.  State  Nat.  Bank,  114  Tenn.  693, 
88  S.  W.  172,  holding  that  payment  of  bank  check  may  be  stopped  by  drawer 
before   acceptance. 

—  Necessity  of  consideration. 

Cited  in  Pullen  v.  Placer  County  Bank,  138  Cal.  169,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  19, 
71  Pac.  83,  holding  check  given  without  consideration,  and  not  presented  until 
after  drawer's  death,  in  accordance  with  latter's  directions,  neither  a  completed 
gift  nor  assignment  of  fund  drawn  against;  Tallman  v.  Hoey,  89  N.  Y.  537, 
holding  valuable  consideration  essential  to  transform  order  or  direction  to  pay 
into  an  equitable  assignment,  though  drawn  on  a  particular  fund;  Cloyes  v. 
Cloyes,  36  Hun,  145,  holding  delivery  of  check  drawn  in  usual  form  without 
Yalid  consideration  not  a  valid  gift  in  prsesenti  of  amount  named  sufficient  to 
support  action  hy  payee  against  drawer  on  bank's  refusal  to  honor  it. 
Nature  of  check  generally. 

Cited  in  People  v    Kemp,  76  Mich.  410,  43  N.  W.  439,  holding  check  a  bill 
of  exchange  drawn  by  a  customer  upon   his  banker,   payable  on   demand. 
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Higrht  of  action  by  holder  of  check. 

Cited  in  Boettcher  v.  Colorado  Nat.  Bank,  15  Colo.  16,  24  Pac.  582,  holding 
that  payee  of  check  drawn  by  general  depositor  cannot  maintain  action  against 
bank  which  has  detained  same  without  acceptance  or  specific  promise  to  pay-, 
Com.  Exch.  Bank  v.  Farmers'  Nat.  Bank,  118  N.  Y.  443,  7  L.R.A.  559,  23 
N.  E.  923  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  payee  of  check  to  maintain  action 
to  recover  amount  from  bank  which  has  received  credit  for  proceeds  thereof. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  35  A.  R.  238,  on  payee's  right  of  action  against 
drawee  of  dishonored  check. 

Cited  in  notes  in  96  A.  D.  134,  on  right  of  holder  of  check  to  sue;  45  A.  R. 
356,  on  rights  as  against  the  bank  of  a  holder  of  an  iinaccepted  cheek;  80 
A.  S.  R.  872,  875,  on  bank's  liability  to  holder  of  check  for  refusal  to  pay. 
Right  to  follow  trust  fund. 

Cited  in  Fletcher  v.  Sharpe,  108  Ind.  276,  9  N.  E.  142,  holding  administrator 
making  general  deposit  of  trust  funds  not  entitled  to  preference  over  other 
general  depositors;  O'Connor  v.  Mechanics'  Bank,  21  Abb.  N.  C.  383,  2  N.  Y. 
Supp.  225,  holding  that  receiver  of  beneficiary  under  will  to  whom  apportion- 
ment has  been  made  may  follow  trust  fund  in  hands  of  bank  with  knowledge 
of  its  nature. 

27  AM.  REP.  60,  KEENEY  v.  HOME  INS.  CO.  71  N.  Y.  896. 

Conditions  in  policy  against  change  of  title  or  Interest. 

Cited  in  Browning  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  6  Daly,  522,  holding  condition  in  policy 
against  transfer  of  title  or  possession  not  avoided  by  fact  that  insured  mado 
unconsummated  contract  for  sale  of  property;  Dresser  v.  United  Firemen's 
Ins.  Co.  45  Hun,  298,  holding  dissolution  of  firm  not  such  transfer  of  insured 
property  as  to  avoid  policy  of  insurance;  Fuller  v.  Jameson,  98  App.  Div.  53» 
90  N.  Y.  Supp.  456,  holding  condition  in  policy  against  change  of  title  or 
possession  not  violated  by  bankruptcy  proceedings;  Wolradt  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co. 
136  N.  Y.  375,  32  A.  S.  R.  752,  32  N.  E.  1063,  holding  condition  in  policy 
against  change  of  title  or  interest  not  violated  by  sheriff  taking  possession 
of  goods  under  execution;  Walton  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  116  N.  Y.  317,  5 
L.R.A.  677,  22  N.  E.  443  (dissenting  opinion),  on  effect  of  transfer  of  property 
by  husband  to  wife  on  condition  in  policy  against  change  of  title  or  interest. 

Cited  in  notes  in  52  A.  R.  443;  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)   443,— on  formation  of  part- 
nership or  change  in  personnel  of  firm  as  effecting  change  of  title  or  ownership 
within  provision  of  policy. 
Conditions  against  incumbrances. 

Cited  in  Moulton  v.  JEina,  F.  Ins.  Co.  25  App.  Div.  275,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  570, 
holding  condition  in  policy  against  encumbrances  not  violated  by  chattel  mort- 
gage made  by  one  member  of  firm  to  another  for  advance  made  firm. 
Retention  of  proofs  of  loss  by  insured  as  waiver  of  defects. 

Cited  in  German- American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Paul,  5  Ind.  Terr.  703,  83  S.  W.  60; 
Capitol  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wallace,  48  Kan.  400,  29  Pac,  755;  German  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hall, 
1  Kan.  App.  43,  41  Pac.  69;  Jones  v.  Howard  Ins.  Co.  10  N.  Y.  S.  R.  120;  Mark 
V.  National  F.  Ins.  Co.  24  Hun,  565;  Davis  v.  Grand  Rapids  F.  Ins.  Co.  15 
Misc.  263,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  791 ;  Jones  v.  Howard  Ins.  Co.  117  N.  Y.  103,  22 
N.  E.  578. — holding  rentention  of  proofs  of  loss  by  insurer  for  considerable 
time,  without  objection,  a  waiver  of  defects  therein;  Palmer  v.  Great  Western 
Ins.  Co.  10  Misc.  167,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  1044,  holding  retention  of  proof  of  loss. 
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without  objection,  and  refusal  to  pay  on  other  grounds,  waiver  of  further 
proofs;  Brink  v.  Guaranty  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  28  N.  Y.  S.  R.  921,  7  N.  Y.  Supp. 
847,  holding  receipt  and  retention  of  proofs  of  injury  waiver  of  their  regularity. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  1  A.  S.  R.  406,  on  waiver  of  objections  to  proof 
of  loss  by  refusing  to  pay  on  some  other  ground;  2  A.  S.  R.  566,  on  waiver 
by   insurance  company  of  compliance  with  conditions  as  to  proof  of  loss. 

Cited  in  note  in  51  L.R.A.  709,  on  waiver  of  condition  in  policy  regarding 
proofs  of  loss,  as  to  keeping,  producing,  and  preserving  books  and  papers  by 
failure  to  act,  or  delay. 

Distinguished  in  Williams  v.  Queen's  Ins.  Co.  39  Fed.  167,  holding  mere 
delay  of  insurer  of  thirty-seven  days  before  requiring  certificate  of  loss  not 
waiver  thereof,  where  policy  not  payable  until  sixty  days  after  proof  of  loss. 
Siiflficieiicy  of  proofs  of  loss. 

Cited   in  Scottish   Union   Nat.   Ins.   Co.   v.   Keene,   85   Md.   263,   37   Atl.   33, 
holding  condition   in  policy  that  insured   should  furnish   in  case  of  loss  copy 
of  all  descriptions  and  schedules  in  all  policies  sufficiently   complied  with  by 
statement  of  respective  amounts  and  dates. 
Title  of  receiver  to  property. 

Cited  in  Small  v.  Westchester  F.  Ins.  Co.  51  Fed.  789,  as  to  whether  ap- 
pointment and  possession  of  receiver  would  work  change  in  title  or  possession; 
Detroit  &  T.  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  140  Mich.  384,  103  N.  W.  862,  holding 
that  appointment  of  receiver  for  railroad  company  on  judgment  creditor's  bill' 
does  not  divest  it  of  its  title  to  property;  Devlin  v.  New  York,  4  Misc.  106,  24 
N.  Y.  Supp.  116;  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sanborn,  34  Misc.  531;  Dow  v. 
Nealis,  47  Misc.  153,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  379, — holding  that  receiver  has  no  title 
to  property  in  his  possession;  Buckley  v.  Harrison,  10  Misc.  683,  31  N.  Y.  Supp. 
099;  Forker  v.  Brown,  10  Misc.  101,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  827, — holding  receiver 
custodian  of  property  without  title;  Re  Thompson,  10  App.  Div.  40,  41  N.  Y. 
Supp.  740;  Ogden  v.  Arnot,  29  Hun,  146;  Fincke  v.  Funke,  26  Hun,  616,^ 
holding  that  title  to  partnership  property  did  not  vest  in  receiver;  Badger  v. 
Sutton,  30  App.  Div.  294,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  16,  holding  receiver  appointed  in 
action  to  set  aside  fraudulent  conveyance  common  law  receiver;  Shrady  v. 
Van  Kirk,  51  App.  Div.  504,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  731,  holding  that  receiver  of 
rents  and  profits  of  land  has  no  title  to  land;  Stokes  v.  Hoffman  House,  167 
N.  Y.  554,  53  L.R.A.  870,  60  N.  E.  667  (affirming  46  App.  Div.  120,  61  N.  Y. 
Supp.  821),  holding  that  chancery  receiver  has  no  title  to  property;  United 
States  Trust  Co.  v.  New  York,  W.  S.  &  B.  R.  Co.  101  N.  Y.  478,  5  N.  E.  310, 
9  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  113,  holding  that  receiver  appointed  in  action  to  fore- 
close mortgage  takes  no  title  to  property;  Brooklyn  v.  Jourdan,  7  Abb.  N.  C. 
23;  Negus  v.  Brooklyn,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  180,  1  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  471,  62 
How.  Pr.  291;  Decker  v.  Gardner,  124  N.  Y.  334,  11  L.R.A.  480,  26  N.  E. 
814;  Sigua  Iron  Co.  v.  Brown,  17a  N.  Y.  488,  64  N.  E.  194,— holding  that 
appointment  of  temporary  receiver  pendente  lite  does  not  change  title  to  prop- 
erty; Brooklyn  Improv.  Co.  v.  Lewis,  136  App.  Div.  861,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  Ill, 
on  title  of  receiver  in  bankruptcy  to  property  leased  to  bankrupt;  Russell  v. 
Washington  L.  Ins.  Co.  62  Misc.  403,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  950,  on  change  of  title 
to  property  by  appointment  of  receiver  of  insurance  company. 

Cited  in  note  in   19  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    644,  on  effect  of  appointment  of  receiver 
for   insured   on   title  to   property   insured. 
Am.   Rep.  Vol.   XVI.— 69. 
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Distinguished  in  Prince  v.  Schlesinger,  116  App.  Div.  500,  101  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1031,   holding  that   statutory   receiver   takes   title   to   property. 
Transfer  of  stock  from  old  to  new  corporation  as  a  sale. 

Cited    in   Myers   v.   Buell,   67    App.   Div.   290,   73   N.   Y.   Supp.   484,   holding 
that  intention  of  parties  will  prevail   in  construction  of  contract  to  transfer 
stock  from  old  to  new  corporation. 
Construction  of  policy  as  to  baslness. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  E.  R.  C.  26,  on  construction  of  contracts  of  insurance 
as  to  business  conducted  on  premises. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  66,  FIRST  NAT.  BANK  v.  WOOD,   71  N.  Y.  405. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Alberger,  71  N.  Y.  600. 
Right  of  ludorser  or  surety  — >  To  subrogation. 

Cited  in  Jenkins  v.  Smith,  21  Misc.  760,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  126,  holding  in- 
dorser  surety  in  respect  to  maker  and  on  payment  of  note  entitled  to  be  sub- 
rogated to  mortgagee's  rights  under  mortgage;  Sullivan  v.  Goodwin,  30  App. 
Div.  194,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  1000,  on  right  of  accommodation  indorsee  to  subro- 
gation. 

Cited  in  note  in  99  A.  S.  R.  486,  on  rights  and  securities  to  which  payor  is- 
cntitled  to  be  subrogated. 
—  To  compel  creditor  to  first  proceed  against  principal  debtor. 

Cited  in  American  Waterworks  &  Guarantee  Co.  v.  Home  Water  Co.  115^ 
Fed.  171,  holding  that  guarantor  cannot  compel  creditor  to  exhaust  security 
of  principal  debtor  before  calling  on  it  for  debt;  Clark  v.  Smallwood,  156  Fed. 
409,  holding  it  questionable  whether  indorser  of  note  in  absence  of  special 
equities,  can  compel  holder  to  enforce  his  security;  Kortlander  v.  Elston, 
2  C.  C.  A.  657,  6  U.  S.  App.  283,  52  Fed.  180,  to  point  that  creditor  who  holds 
several  notes  secured  by  mortgage,  one  of  which  is  also  secured  by  indorsement 
of  third  party  entitled  to  have  proceeds  applied  to  unsecured  notes  first;  Carver 
V.  Steele,  116  Cal,  116,  68  A.  S.  R.  156,  47  Pac.  1007;  Kinsel  v.  Ballou,  151 
Cal.  764,  91  Pac.  620, — holding  that  creditor  loses  no  rights  against  indorser 
whose  liability  has  become  fixed,  by  failure  to  enforce  his  lien  against  mort- 
gaged property  for  security  for  debt;  Bingham  v.  Mears,  4  N.  D.  437,  27  L.R,A. 
257,  61  N.  W.  808,  on  question  whether  surety  may,  not  under  exceptional  cir- 
cumstances compel  creditor  to  exhaust  collateral  security  before  suing  him; 
Maffat  V.  Greene,  149  Mo.  48,  50  S.  W.  809,  holding  surety's  right  to  subro- 
gation is  to  collaterals  just  as  he  finds  them;  Converse  v.  Cook,  25  Hun.  44, 
holding  accommodation  indorser  not  discharged  by  neglect  of  holder  of  note, 
after  request,  to  enforce  payment  from  maker;  Koehler  v.  Farmers*  &  D.  Nat. 
Bank,  51  Hun,  418,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  232,  holding  action  on  loan  to  secure  which 
collaterals  have  been  deposited  not  to  be  delayed  to  await  determination  of 
rights  of  other  creditors  to  surplus  proceeds  thereof;  Re  Ilion  Nat.  Bank, 
54  Hun,  505,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  34,  holding  that  creditor  may  proceed  to  judgment 
und  full  satisfaction  against  debtor's  general  estate,  notwithstanding  he  holds 
collaterals;  Third  Nat.  Bank  v.  Shields.  56  Hun,  274,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  298, 
liolding  that  mortgagee  may  sue  indorser  on  note  without  first  exhausting 
his  remedy  under  mortgage;  Sterne  v.  Talbott,  89  Hun,  368,  35  N.  Y.  Supp. 
412,  holding  that  surety  cannot  defend  action  brought  on  undertaking  on  appeat 
on  ground  that  debt  can  be  collect#id  from  principal,  nor  because  of  collaterals. 
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held  by  creditor;  Eggleston  v.  Woolsey,  14  N.  Y.  S.  R.  241,  holding  that  pledgee 
of  security  deposited  as  collateral  on  account  has  right  to  hold  same  until 
payment  of  balance  due;  Sheppard  v.  Conley,  30  N.  Y.  S.  R.  639,  9  N.  Y.  Supp. 
777,  holding  that  surety  on  bond  may  require  enforcement  of  mortgage  given 
to  secure  it;  Mattern  v.  Sage,  16  Daly,  342,  holding  that  broker,  who  has  right 
to  sell  stock  out  at  any  time  to  protect  himself,  is  not  obliged  to  sell  before 
bringing  action  or  counterclaiming  upon  debt;  Jones  v.  Bristow,  51  App.  Div. 
302,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  892,  holding  possession  of  collateral  and  proceeds  by  in- 
dorser  no  bar  to  his  right  to  recover  upon  notes  against  maker;  Western  Transp. 
&  Coal  Co.  V.  Kilderhouse,  87  N.  Y.  430,  holding  that  bank  could  retain  its 
security  until  full  payment  of  balance  due;  State  Bank  v.  Smith,  155  N.  Y. 
185,  49  N.  E.  680  (affirming  85  Hun,  201,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  999),  holding  that 
holder  of  n^otiable  paper  owes  only  negative  duty  to  surety. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  58  A.  S.  R.  158,  on  discharge  of  surety  by  creditor's 
failure  to  apply  other  securities  held  by  him. 

Cited  in  notes  in  31  A.  S.  R.  763;   32  A.  S.  R.  728,— on  right  of  indorser 
or  surety  to  insist  that  collateral  security  shall  be  first  exhausted;   18  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    539,  on  effect  of  failure  to  exhaust  security  to  release  indorser. 
Status  of  indorser  after  notice  and  protest. 

Cited  in  German-American  Bank  v.  Niagara  Cycle  Fittings  Co.  13  App.  Div. 
450,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  602,  holding  that  indorser  becomes  principal  debtor,  when 
his  liability  is  fixed  by  protest  and  notice,  and  does  not  stand  as  surety  for 
maker,  to  indorsee  for  value. 

27  AM.  REP.   70,  COWING  v.  ALTMAN,   71  N.  Y.  435,  Reaffirmed  on 

later  appeal  in  79  N.  Y.  167. 
Rights  and  duties  of  bona  fide  holder  of  negotiable  paper. 

Cited  in  McLure  v.  Sherman,  70  Fed.  190,  holding  check  given  in  ordinary 
course  of  business  of  such  value  that  person  receiving  it  cannot  look  to  drawer 
for  amount  until  presentation  to  drawee  and  payment  refused;  Davis  v.  Seeley, 
71  Mich.  209,  38  N.  W.  901,  holding  negotiable  instrument  valid  on  its  face 
and  transferred  before  maturity  to  bona  fide  holders  for  value,  enforcible  in 
their  hands  although  void  as  between  original  parties  on  grounds  of  public 
policy;  Richmond  v.  Diefendorf,  51  Hun,  537,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  376,  holding 
purchaser  of  note  for  half  its  face  value  bound  to  show  that  he  came  honest- 
ly by  it  when  maker  proves  that  he  was  induced  to  sign  it  by  fraud;  American 
Exch.  Nat.  Bank  v.  New  York  Belting  &  Packing  Co.  74  Hun,  446,  26  N.  Y. 
Supp.  822,  holding  presumption  that  holder  of  note  for  full  value  in  usual 
course  of  business  acquired  it  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  its  diversion 
in  absence  of  any  circumstance  tending  to  show  notice;  Ketcham  v.  Govin,  35 
Misc.  375,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  991,  holding  bona  fide  purchaser  of  negotiable  paper 
not  bound  to  be  on  watch  for  facts  wliich  might  put  very  cautions  man  on  his 
guard;  Crawford  v.  W^st  Side  Bank,  17  Jones  &  S.  68,  holding  bank  bound 
as  against  depositor  to  ascertain  that  check  is  genuine  in  all  respects,  and 
when  date  is  forged  it  ceases  to  be  order  of  depositor;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Wolf,  21  N.  Y.  S.  R.  45,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  278,  holding  title  of  holder  of  note 
for  value  cannot  be  assailed  without  proof  of  notice  of  alleged  diversion. 
—  When  put  on  inquiry  by  retention  by  indorser. 

Cited  in  La  Due  v.  First  Nat.  Bank.  31  :Minn.  33,  16  N.  W.  426,  holding 
that  subsequent  assignee  of  demand  bvink  draft  outstanding  four  months  took 
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it  as  overdue  and  dishonored  paper,  subject  to  any  set-offs  which  drawer  held 
while  in  hands  of  assignor;  Silverman  v.  National  Butchers  &  D.  Bank,  50 
Misc.  169,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  209,  holding  retention  of  check  by  holder  for  fourteen 
months  without  presentation  suflicient  to  put  party  taking  it  upon  inquiry; 
Citizens'  State  Bank  v.  Cowles,  39  Misc.  671,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  598,  holding 
V  hat  is  reasonable  length  of  time  for  check  to  run  before  becoming  dishonored 
f??fTers  according  to  circumstances  of  case. 

Duty  of  subsequent  transferee  of  negotiable  paper  to  show  tliat  lie   Is 
bona  fide  holder. 

Cited  in  Lamson  v.  Beard,  45  L.R.A.  822,  36  C.  C.  A.  56,  94  Fed.  30,  on 
iccessity  of  creditor  who  receives  bank  draft  drawn  to  his  order  from  his 
debtor  making  inquiry  before  acceptance;  Ward  v.  City  Truist  Co.  117  App. 
Div.  130,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  50,  holding  one  who  takes  draft  in  extinguishment 
of  debt,  surrendering  note  of  debtor  and  collateral,  whether  before  or  after  note 
becomes  due,  holder  for  value;  Wilson  v.  Metropolitan  Elev.  R.  Co.  120  N.  Y. 
145,  17  A.  S.  R.  625,  24  N.  E.  384;  Hanover  Nat.  Bank  v.  American  Dock  & 
Trust  Co.  148  N.  Y.  612,  51  A.  S.  R.  721,  43  N.  E.  72,— holding  purchaser  of 
negotiable  instrument,  under  circumstances  requiring  him  to  make  inquiry 
ns  to  its  validity,  assumes  no  greater  risk  than  burden  of  proving  that  facts 
which  he  could  have  discovered,  would  have  protected  him;  Richmond  v.  Diefen- 
dorf,  51  Hun,  537,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  375,  holding  that  purchaser  of  note  for  half 
its  face  value  must  show  that  he  is  bona  fide  holder,  where  maker  proves  that 
he  was  induced  to  sign  it  by  fraud. 

Distil /juished   in   Vosburgh   v.   Diefendorf,   119   N.   Y.  357,   16  A.   S.   R,   836, 
23   N.   E.   801,  holding  that   subsequent   transferee   of   negotiable   paper  shown 
to  have   been  obtained  from  maker  by  fraud,  must  show  that  he  is  bona  fide 
holder. 
Presumption  as  to  date  of  Instrument  being  date  of  delivery. 

Cited  in  Close  v.  Brady,  4  Misc.  474,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  567   (dissenting  opinion), 
as  to  presumption  of  date  of  instrument  being  date  of  delivery. 
Statute  of  limitations  as  to  checks. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  L.R.A.  44,  as  to  when  check  is  considered  stale  or  over- 
due; 22  L.R.A.  110,  on  applicability  of  statute  of  limitations  as  to  bank  checks. 
Kffect  of  delivery  of  check  upon  rights  under. 

Cited  in  notes  in  26  L.R.A.  569,  on  time  of  delivery  of  check  as  affecting 
rights  of  bona  fide  holder;  128  Am.  St.  R.  90,  on  effect  of  delivery  upon  title 
to   check. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  75,  COUGHLIN  v.  NEW  YORK  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  CO.  71  N.  Y. 

443. 
Right  of  attorney  to  Hen  for  his  fees. 

Cited  in  Re  Wilson  &  Greig,  12  Fed.  235,  2  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  (Browne)  343, 
2  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  (McCarthy)  151,  holding  that  attorney  has  no  general 
lien  upon  uncollected  judgment  for  services  in  other  suits;  Smith  v.  Chicago, 
R.  J.  &  P.  R.  Co.  56  Iowa,  720,  10  N.  W.  244,  holding  that  attorney  has  right  to 
lien  on  money  due  his  client  in  hands  of  adverse  party  in  action  for  tort; 
Re  Hoyt,  5  Dem.  432.  12  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  208,  holding  that  attorney  who 
commences  suit  upon  retainer  to  prosecute  it  has  no  lien  upon  what  might 
be  recovered  in  event  of  its  successful   prosecution;   Re  Knapp.  85  N.  Y.  284, 
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holding  that  attorney  has  lien  for  compensation  and  disbursements  upon 
moneys  received  by  him  on  client's  behalf  in  cause  of  his  employment;  Re  H — , 
93  N.  y.  381,  holding  refusal  of  attorney  to  go  on  with  action  because  client 
does  not  supply  him  with  money  waives  former's  right  to  lien;  OTlaherty  v. 
Hamburg-American  Packet  Co.  168  Fed.  411,  holding  that  attorney  has  no 
lien  in  actions  in  forma  pauperis. 

Cited  in  notes  in  51  A.  S.  R.  258,  on  attorney's  special  or  charging  lien; 
51  A.  S.  R.  261,  on  extent  of  attorney's  charging  lien;  51  A.  S.  R.  265,  on 
attorney's  lien  acquired  by  agreement  or  assignment;  51  A.  S.  R.  273,  on  en- 
forcement of  attorney's  charging  lien;  24  E.  R.  C.  718,  on  attorney's  lien  upon 
judgment  recovered. 
'—Before  Judgment. 

Cited  in  Hanna  v.  Island  Coal  Co.  6  Ind.  App.  363,  51  A.  S.  R  246,  31  N.  E. 
846;  Stearns  v.  Wallenberg,  61  Or.  88,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1005,  92  Pac.  1079; 
Tyler  v.  Superior  Ct.  30  R.  I.  107,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1045,  73  Atl.  467;  Sanberg 
V.  Victor  Gold  &  S.  Min.  Co.  18  Utah,  66,  55  Pac.  74,— holding  that  attorney 
has  no  lien  for  fees  on  cause  of  action  before  judgment;  Cahill  v.  Cahill,  9  N.  Y. 
Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  241,  holding  action  for  personal  injuries  non-assignable  and  lien 
cannot  attach  until  its  establishment  by  verdict;  Kusterer  v.  Beaver  Dam.  56 
Wis.  471,  43  A.  R.  725,  14  N.  W.  617,  holding  that  attorney  has  no  lien  before 
judgment  where  cause  of  action  not  assignable;  Stearns  v.  Wollenberg,  51  Or. 
88,  14  L.R.A.{N.S.)  1095,  92  Pac.  1079,  holding  that,  though  there  is  no  at- 
torney's lien  on  cause  of  action  by  contract  or  by  statute,  court  may  protect 
same. 

Distinguished  in  Serwer  v.  Serwer,  91  App.  Div.  538,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  838, 
holding  fact  that  agreement  for  attorney's  services  was  made  before  judgment 
and  cause  of  action  was  not  assignable,  immaterial  as  to  right  of  attorney  to 
have  judgment  held  for  debt  until  his  lien  discharged. 

—  When  cause  of  action  is  nonassignable. 

Cited  in  Weller  v.  Jersey  City  H.  &  P.  Street  P.  Co.  68  N.  J.  Eq.  659,  61  Atl. 
459,  6  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  442;  Oliwell  v.  Verdenhalven,  17  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep. 
302,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  99,  26  N.  Y.  S.  R.  115,  holding  cause  of  action  for  personal 
injuries  non-assignable,  so  as  to  prevent  attorney  acquiring  lien  upon  cause 
by  agreement;  Keane  v.  Keane,  86  Hun,  159,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  250,  holding  that 
attorney's  lien  cannot  attach  to  nonassignable  cause  of  action;  McBratney  v. 
Rome,  W.  &  O.  R.  Co.  17  Hun,  385,  holding  lien  of  attorney  not  protected  by 
court,  where  cause  of  action  nonassignable;  Quinnan  v.  Clapp,  10  Abb.  N.  C. 
394  note,  holding  that  attorney  for  plaintiff  in  action  for  assault  and  battery 
cannot  object  to  settlement  made  before  trial  for  failure  to  pay  his  taxable 
costs;  Voell  v.  Kelly,  64  Wis.  504,  25  N.  W.  536,  as  to  whether  an  attorney  lias 
lien  upon  judgment  when  cause  of  action  nonassignable. 

—  For  services  outside  of  action. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Brackeleer,  28  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  306,  55  N.  Y.  Sup]). 
721,  holding  that  attorney  has  no  lien  upon  cause  of  action,  or  proceeds  of  judg- 
ment not  in  his  own  hands,  for  services  outside  particular  action. 

—  In  special  proceedings  in  surrogate's  court. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  4  Dcni.  75,  holding  that  attorneys  have 
no  lien  for  fees  in  special  proceedings  in  Surrogate's  Court;  Eisner  v.  Avery, 
2  Dem.  466,  holding  that  attorney  for  party  to  special  proceeding  in  surrogate's 
court  can  enforce  payment  of  fees  out   of  sum   decreed  to  be  paid   to   latter; 


Digitized  by 


Google 


27  AM.  REP.]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  934 

Re  Regan,  167  N.  Y.  338,  60  N.  E.  658,  32  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  98   (affirming 
29  Misc.  527,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  1074),  holding  that  attorney  has  lien  for  services 
rendered  in  probate  court. 
Kiglit  of  attorney  to  lien  upon  Judgment  for  advanced  costs. 

Cited  in  Naylor  v.  Lane,  18  Jones  &  S.  97,  5  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  149,  66 
How.  Pr.  400,  holding  attorney  entitled  to  lien  on  judgment  for  amount  of  his 
costs;  Victor  Gold  &  S.  Min.  Co.  v.  National  Bank,  18  Utah,  87,  72  A.  S.  R. 
767,  55  Pac.  72,  holding  that  attorneys  have  lien  upon  judgment  for  costs  ad- 
vanced by  them. 
liiglit  of  client  to  settle  suit  uithout  consent  of  attorney. 

Cited  in  Swanston  v.  Morning  Star  Min.  Co.  4  McCrary,  241,  13  Fed.  215, 
holding  that  plaintiff  has  right  to  settle  personal  injury  action  without  consent 
of  attorneys;  Paulson  v.  Lyson,  12  N.  D.  354,  97  N.  W.  533,  1  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas. 
245,  holding  that  client  may  consent  to  dismissal  of  action  without  assent  of 
his  attorney;  Lament  v.  Washington  &  G.  R.  Co.  2  Mackey,  502,  holding  that 
parties  to  pending  suit  may  settle  it  before  judgment  without  consulting 
attorneys;  Pence  v.  Sweeney,  3  Idaho,  181,  28  Pac.  413,  holding  that  client 
cannot  escape  consequences  of  settlement  made  without  attorney's  knowledge 
if  it  is  offered  in  evidence  against  him;  Dimick  v.  Cooley,  3  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep. 
141;  Doyle  v.  New  York,  O.  &  VV.  R.  Co.  66  App.  Div.  398,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  936; 
Dolliver  v.  American  Swan  Boat  Co.  32  Misc.  264,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  978,  31  N.  Y. 
Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  141,  holding  that  client  may  make  honest  settlement  of  action 
independent  of  attorney;  Stahl  v.  Wadsworth,  13  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  2,  10 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  228,  holding  that  parties  may  settle  action  even  though  attorney 
does  not  consent;  Schriever  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.  30  Misc.  145,  61  N.  Y. 
Supp.  890,  30  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  67,  holding  that  attorney's  lien  upon  cause 
of  action  is  subject  to  right  of  parties  to  compromise  and  settle;  Corbit  v. 
Watson,  88  App.  Div.  467,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  125,  holding  that  solvent  client  may 
collect  judgment  and  execute  satisfaction  price  without  knowledge  or  consent 
of  attorney;  Re  Fitzsimmons,  77  App.  Div.  345,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  194,  holding  that 
court  will  not  permit  attorney  to  defeat  settlement  by  client  where  attorney's 
agreement  for  compensation  is  unconscionable;  Adsit  v.  JBall,  3  How.  Pr.  N.  S. 
373,  holding  right  of  plaintiff  to  stop  litigation  after  adverse  judgment  subject 
to  attorney's  lien  for  his  costs. 

Cited  in  notes  in  87  A.  D.  168,  on  power  of  client  over  action;  41  A,  S.  R, 
262,  on  effect  of  compromise  before  judgment  on  attorney's  charging  lien;  51 
A.  S.  R.  263,  on  collusive  settlement  as  affecting  attorney's  charging  lien; 
51  A.  S.  R.  276,  on  compromise  before  judgment  as  affecting  statutory  lien; 
83  A.  S.  R.  180,  on  power  of  parties  to  settle  controversy  before  judgment  with- 
out consulting  wishes  of  their  attorneys;  93  A.  S.  R.  173,  on  exclusiveness  of 
attorney's  authority  to  settle  or  compromise  action. 
Power  of  court  to  continue  suit  for  protection  of  attorney. 

Cited  in  Ebeharde  v.  Schuster,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  374,  holding  that  court  will 
lefuse  discontinuance  of  cause  where  defendant's  attorneys  have  notice  of  lien 
of  plaintiff's  attorney  and  fail  to  notify  him;  Quinlan  v.  Birge,  43  Hun,  483, 
holding  that  attorney  cannot  proceed  with  action,  after  its  settlement,  without 
obtaining  permission  of  court;  McArthur  v.  Gordon,  126  N.  Y.  579,  12  L.R.A. 
667,  27  N.  E.  1033,  holding  client  not  bound  to  continue  litigation  for  benefit 
of  attorney  when  he  judges  it  prudent  to  stop,  if  he  is  able  and  willing  to  satisfy 
just  claims  of  latter;   McBratney  v.  Rome,  W.  &  0.  R.  Co.  87  N.  Y.  467,  to 
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point  that  court  has  power  to  protect  attorney  against  collusive  settlement  in 
iraud  of  his  rights;  Tullis  v.  Bushnell,  12  Daly,  217,  65  How.  Pr.  465;  Randall 
V.  Van  Wagenen,  115  N.  Y.  527,  12  A.  S.  R.  828,  22  N.  E.  361,  17  N.  Y.  Civ. 
Prnc.  Rep.  403,  holding  that  an  attorney  has  no  right  to  bring  equitable  action 
to  enforce  his  inchoate  right,  as  attorney,  where  there  has  been  fraudulent 
settlement  of  case;  National  Exhibition  Co.  v.  Crane,  167  N.  Y.  505,  60  N.  E. 
768  (affirming  54  App.  Div.  175,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  361),  holding  that  court  may 
impose  costs  upon  dishonest  discontinuance  of  action  to  defraud  attorney  ot 
his  costs  where  no  counterclaim  interposed;  Fischer-Hansen  v.  Brooklyn 
Heights  R.  Co.  173  N.  Y.  492,  66  N.  E.  395,  33  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  326  (re- 
versing 63  App.  Div.  356,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  513),  holding  attorney's  lien  enforci- 
ble  in  equitable  action  after  settlement  by  insolvent  client  before  trial;  Jackson 
v.  Stearns,  48  Or.  25,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  390,  84  Pac.  798,  holding  that  court  may 
set  aside  collusive  settlement  of  suit  consummated  pursuant  to  intent  of  both 
parties  to  defraud  attorney,  and  permit  latter  to  proceed  with  case  in  client's 
name;  Potter  v.  Ajax  Min.  Co.  19  Utah,  421,  57  Pac.  270,  holding  that  court 
may  continue  action  to  protect  attorney  from  fraud  of  his  client  and  determine 
amount  of  compensation. 

Cited*  in  note  in  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1096,  on  power  of  court  to  protect  attorney 
who  has  taken  case  on  contingent  fee  against  voluntary  dismissal  by  client 
without  his  consent. 

Distinguished  in  Asteand  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.  24  Misc.  9,  63  N.  Y. 
Supp.  294,  28  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  113,  holding  that  attorney  will  be  allowed 
to  continue  action,  where  client  makes  settlement  in  order  to  defeat  attorney's 
agreed  lien  for  one  third  of  any  recovery;  Whittaker  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  22 
Jones  &  S.  8,  holding  that  court  has  power  to  set  aside  and  vacate  satisfaction 
of  judgment  entered  upon  settlement  between  parties  in  order  to  protect  at- 
torney's lien. 
Status  of  law  of  maintenance  and  champerty. 

Cited  in  Stotsenburg  v.  Marks,  79  Ind.  193,  as  to  status  of  law  of  maintenance 
and  champerty  in  this  state. 

—  Maintenance. 

Cited  in  Ross  v.  Ft.  Wayne,  12  C.  C.  A.  627,  24  U.  S.  App.  506,  64  Fed.  1006, 
holding  that  one  who  has  interest  in  subject  matter  of  suit  may  lawfully  buy 'up 
interest  of  plaintiff  pending  suit,  and  prosecute  it  himself;  Bartholomew  County 
V.  Jameson,  86  Ind.  154,  holding  that  one  interested  in  result  of  suit  as  guarantor 
may  lawfully  assist  in  its  prosecution. 

Cited  in  note  in  6  E.  R.  C.  391,  on  validity  of  agreements  of  champerty  and 
maintenance. 

—  Champerty. 

Cited  in  Silverman  v.  Pennsylvania  P.  Co.  141  Fed.  382,  holding  contract 
by  attorney  to  conduct  suit  on  contingent  fee  and  advance  all  disbursements, 
void;  Blashfield  v.  Empire  State  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  250,  hold- 
ins:  assignment  of  several  causes  of  action  by  abutting  owners  to  one  person 
for  purpose  of  determining  their  rights  not  champertous;  Fowler  v.  Callan, 
12  Daly,  263,  4  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  413,  holding  deed  of  undivided  half  of 
certain  realty  executed  to  attorney  for  services  necessary  to  secure  to  latter 
title  to  property,  and  to  cover  costs  and  expenses,  void;  Chester  v.  Jumel,  2 
Rilv.  Sup.  Ct.  159,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  809,  24  N.  Y.  S.  R.  214,  holding  a^eement 
by  attorney  with  heirs  of  realty  to  recover  property  and  bear  costs  and  dis- 
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bursements  in  consideration  of  certain  per  cent  in  amount  realized,  not  cham- 
pertous;  Whittaker  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  11  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  189,  hold- 
ing that  honest  contract  between  attorney  and  client  will  be  upheld,  although 
attorney's  compensation  contingent  and  payable  out  of  proceeds;  Newberg 
V.  Schwab,  17  Jones  A  S.  232,  6  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  19,  holding  that  attoniey 
may  take  assignment  of  judgment  in  favor  of  client  in  payment  of  any  debt 
due  to  him  by  client;  Stedwell  v.  Hartmann,  74  App.  Div.  126,  77  N.  Y.  Supp, 
498,  holding  contract  of  attorney  to  conduct  at  his  own  expense  proceedings 
for  one  half  recovery,  champertous;  Re  Clark,  184  N.  Y.  222,  77  N.  E.  1,  holding 
employment  of  layman  by  attorneys  to  procure  clients  misdemeanor. 

Cited  in  notes  in  83  A.  S.  R.  183;  27  A.  R.  320,— on  champerty. 

Distinguished  in  Story  v.  Satterlee,  13  Daly,  169,  holding  purchase  of  right 
to  institute  suit  by  attorney  no  defense  to  action  when  brought. 
Assignability  of  tort  action. 

Cited  in  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Ackley,  171  111.  100,  44  L.R.A.  177,. 
49  N.  E.  222,  holding  torts  to  person  or  character  not  assignable. 

Cited  in  notes  in  44  L.R.A.  178,  on  assignability  of  cause  of  action  for 
personal  injuries  from  railroads  and  common  carriers;  44  L.R.A.  184,  oiv 
assignability  of  cause  of  action  for  personal  injuries. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  80,  LEONARD  v.  BROOKLYN,  71  N.  Y.  498. 
Enforcibility  of  meclianics'  liens  against  property  of  public  corporation 
in  public  use. 

Cited  in  Griffith  v.  Happersberger,  86  Cal.  605,  25  Pac.  137,  holding  monu- 
ment in  public  park  which  is  affixed  to  freehold  not  subject  to  lien  for  labtir 
or  materials;  Parke  County  v.  O'Conner,  86  Ind.  531,  44  A.  R.  338,  holdinc^ 
mechanic's  lien  unenforceable  against  public  square  or  court  house  of  county; 

Portland  Lumbering  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  School  Dist.  No.  1,  13  Or.  283,  10  Pac.  350. 
holding  that  mechanics'  lien  cannot  be  acquired  or  enforced  against  publie 
property  held  for  public  use,  in  absence  of  statute  to  contrary;  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Malheur  County,  30  Or.  420,  35  L.R.A.  141,  45  Pac.  781,  holding  county 
bridge  exempt  from  mechanic's  lien  on  ground  of  public  policy;  Atascosa 
County  V.  Angus,  83  Tex.  202,  29  A.  S.  R.  637,  18  S.  W.  663,  holding  that 
builders'  and  mechanics'  liens  can  only  be  created  against  public  buildings  anil 
grounds  when  right  expressly  conferred  by  statute;  Wilkinson  v.  Hoffman^ 
61  Wis.  637,  21  N.  W.  816,  holding  that  lien  of  subcontractor  does  not  extern! 
to  machinery  furnished  by  him  and  placed  in  building  constituting  part  of  water 
works  of  city;  Fluty  v.  School  Dist.  49  Ark.  94,  4  S.  W.  278,  to  point  that 
mechanic  who  bujlds  public  school  house  has  no  lien  for  his  work  and  materials, 
even  though  he  contract  for  one;  Lessard  v.  Revere,  171  Mass.  294,  50  N.  E. 
533,  holding  school  house  held  by  town  for  public  school  purposes  not  subject 
to  mechanics'  lien. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  78  A.  D.  696,  on  liability  of  public  buildings  to- 
mechanics'  liens;  31  A.  R.  226,  as  to  whether  municipal  building  can  be  Kub- 
jeeted  to  mechanics'  lien;  30  A.  S.  R.  308,  on  what  property  is  subject  to 
mechanics'  lien. 

Cited  in  notes  in  45  A.  D.  680;  35  L.R.A.  142,— on  mechanics'  liens  on  public^ 
property. 

Distinguished  in  Arrison  v.  Company  D,  North  Dakota  Nat.  Guard,  12  X.  D. 
554,  98  N.  W.  83,  1  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  368,  holding  armory  built  by  incorporated 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


^a?  NOTES  ON  AlklERICAN  REPORXa  [75-86 

national  guard  subject  to  operation  of  mechanica'  lien  law;   Bell  v.  New  York, 
105  N.  Y.  139,  11  N.  E.  495,  holding  contract  for  construction  of  school  house, 
contract  within  meaning  of  statute  giving  lien  to  laborer  or  materialman  on 
moneys  in  control  of  city,  due  or  to  grow  due  under  contract. 
~  Quasi-public  corporation. 

Cited  in  McNeal  Pipe  &  Foundry  Co.  v.  Bullock,  38  Fed.  665,  holding  plant 
and  pipes  of  water  company  furnishing  city  with  water  .not  subject  to  mechanics' 
iien;  Pittsburg  Testing  Laboratory  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  110 
Wis.  633,  84  A.  S.  R.  948,  86  X.  W.  592,  holding  that  lien  may  be  enforced 
against  such  structures  or  property  of  railroad  as  are  not  essential  to  maintenance 
and  operation  of  road. 
Riglit  to  issue  execution  against  public  property. 

Cited  in  VVerlein  v.  New  Orleans,  177  U.  S.  390,  44  L.  ed.  817,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
082,  to  point  that  public  square  of  city  is  not  subject  to  sale  under  execution 
against  city;  The  Fidelity,  16  Blatch.  569,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,758,  holding  steam- 
tug  belonging  to  municipality  and  used  exclusively  by  it  as  instrument  in  per- 
forming its  lawful  duties  not  subject  to  seizure  in  suit  in  rem  for  damages  for 
act  of  tug;  Emery  County  v.  Burresen,  14  Utah,  328,  60  A.  S.  R.  898,  37  L.R.A. 
732,  47  Pac.  91,  holding  that  no  execution  can  issue  upon  judgment  against 
county. 
Kiglit  to  assess  public  property  for  street  improTements. 

Cited  in  Jewett  v.  State,  94  Ind.  553,  holding  that  public  square  of  county 
cannot  be  sold  on  precept  to  pay  street  assessment;  Edwards  &  W.  Constr. 
Co.  V.  Jasper  County,  117  Iowa,  365,  94  A.  S.  R.  301,  90  N.  W.  1006,  holding  city 
property  owned  and  used  for  public  purposes  by  county  not  exempt  from  street 
assessment. 

Cited  in  note  in  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  312,  on  exemption  from  taxation  or  assess- 
ment of  lands  owned  by  governmental  bodies,  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest. 
Right  of  county  commissioners  to  mortgage  court  house  site. 

Cited  in  Vaughn  v.  Forsyth  County,  118  N.  C.  636,  24  S.  E.  425,  holding  that 
county  commissioners  have  no  right  to  mortgage  county  land  to  secure  bonds 
issued  to  build  court  house  thereon. 
Right  to  tax  water  reservoir  of  city  outside  city  limits. 

Cited  in  Rochester  v.  Rush,  80  N.  Y.  302,  holding  water  reservoir  owned  and 
lield  by  city  for  public  purposes  not  subject  to  taxation,  though  located  in 
different  town. 

3  7  AM.  REP.  86,  BROWNING  v.  HOME  INS.  CO.  71  N.  Y.  608. 
Warranty  of  occupation  of  insured  premises. 

Cited  in  Watertown  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Grehan,  74  Ga.  642,  holding  premises 
occupied  within  meaning  of  insurance  policy  where  insured  slept  in  it  and  was 
occupying  it  at  time  of  fire;  Woodruflf  v.  Imperial  F.  Ins.  Co.  83  N.  Y.  133, 
holding  answer  to  question  in  application  as  to  use  of  insured  property,  that  it 
was  "dwelling,"  not  warranty  that  it  was  in  use  as  dwelling  at  time;  Short 
V.  Home  Ins.  Co.  90  N.  Y.  16,  43  A.  R.  138,  holding  presumption  that  insurance 
was  made  without  regard  to  occupation  whore  no  statement  in  policy  as  to 
occupation. 

Cited  in  note  in  28  A.  R.  230,  on  construction  of  "occupancy"  as  applied  to 
insured  buildings. 
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Stipulations  In  policy  against  change  in  title  or  possession. 

Cited  in  Arkansas  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  67  Ark.  563,  77  A.  S.  R.  129,  48 
L.R.A.  510,  55  S.  W.  933,  holding  stipulation  in  policy  against  incumbrance 
or  change  of  insured's  sole  ownership  not  avoided  by  executory  agreement  to 
sell,  where  no  deed  passed  and  no  possession  given;  Pheniz  Ins.  Co.  v.  Caldwell,, 
187  111.  73,  58  N.  E.  314  (affirming  86  lU.  App.  104),  holding  bond  for  deed  not 
sale  within  meaning  of.  policy,  stipulating  against  sale  of  property  without 
insurer's  consent;  Kempton  v.  State  Ins.  Co.  62  Iowa,  83,  17  N.  W.  194,  holding 
mere  contract  for  sale  and  future  delivery  not  breach  of  proviso  in  policA-  against 
sale  of  property  without  insurer's  consent;  Pringle  v.  Des  Moines  Ins.  Co. 
107  Iowa,  742,  77  N.  W.  521,  holding  stipulation  in  policy  against  change  of 
title  or  ownership  not  violated  by  contract  of  sale  upon  which  no  payment  was 
made;  Gamer  v.  Milwaukee  Mechanics'  Ins.  Co.  73  Kan.  127,  117  A.  S.  R.  460. 
4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  654,  84  Pac.  717,  9  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  459,  holding  stipulation 
in  policy  against  change  of  title  or  interest  not  violated  by  executory  contract 
of  sale  without  actual  transfer  of  title;  Slobodisky  v.  Phenlx  Ins.  Co.  53  Neb. 
816,  74  N.  W.  270,  holding  that  one  may  have  insurable  interest  in  real  estate 
sold  at  judicial  sale;  Hall  v.  Philadelphia  Fire  Asso.  64  N.  H.  405,  13  Atl.  648^ 
holding  mortgagee  to  whom  policy  is  made  payable  not  bound  by  adjustment  of 
loss  with  mortgagor  without  former's  consent;  Tiemann  v.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co. 
76  App.  Div.  5,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  620,  holding  that  contract  of  sale  of  real  property 
by  insured  does  not  effect  change  of  his  interest  therein;  Uhlfelder  v.  Palatine 
Ins.  Co.  Ill  App.  Div.  57,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  499,  holding  mortgagee  who  bids  in 
property  on  foreclosure  entitled  to  indemnity  for  loss  accruing  pi-ior  to  delivery 
of  deed,  where  policy  made  payable  to  mortgagee  as  interest  may  appear;  Haight 
V.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  92  N.  Y.  51,  holding  that  sale  on  foreclosure  before  dt*e<l 
executed  or  report  made  does  not  work  transfer  of  insured's  interest  therein; 
Walradt  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  136  N.  Y.  375,  32  A.  S.  R.  752,  32  X.  E.  1003, 
holding  that  issuance  and  levy  of  execution  did  not  work  change  of  title  or 
interest  within  meaning  of  policy  stipulating  against  change  of  title  or  in- 
terest, except  change  of  occupant  without  increased  hazard;  Wood  v.  American 
F.  Ins.  Co.  149  N.  Y.  382,  52  A.  S.  R.  733,  44  N.  E.  80,  holding  that  sale  of 
realty  on  execution  before  expiration  of  redemption  period  does  not  effect  chaii^*' 
of  insured's  interest  therein;  Davidson  v.  Hawkeye  Ins.  Co.  71  Iowa,  532,  60  A.  R. 
818,  32  N.  W.  514  (dissenting  opinion),  on  effect  of  contract  for  sale  on  policy 
stipulating  against  sale  or  incumbrance  of  property;  Tiemann  v.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co. 
76  App.  Div.  5,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  620,  holding  that  execution  of  contract  of  sale 
of  infant's  land  subject  to  approval  of  court  is  not  change  of  interest  avoiding 
policy. 

Cited  in  notes  in  28  A.  D.  166,  on  absolute  sale  as  alienation  defeating  claim 
for  insurance;   59  A.  D.  310,  on  effect  of  clause  restricting  any  sale,  transfer, 
change  of  title,  or  possession   of  insured   property;    4  L.R.A.  538,  as   to   what 
change  of  title  avoids  policy. 
Duty  of  appliji^ant  for  insurance  to  make  disclosure. 

Cited  in  Penn  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mechanics'  Sav.  Bank  &  T.  Co.  38  L.R.A. 
33,  19  C.  C.  A.  286,  37  U.  S.  App.  692,  72  Fed.  413,  holding  applicant  for  life 
insurance  not  bound  to  make  voluntary  disclosures  if  he  is  not  guilty  of  bad 
faith  in  Hiippressing  facts  with  intent  to  mislead;  Smith  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  47 
ITun,  30,  holding  applicant  not  bound  to  disclose  facts  not  called  for  by  any  in- 
qmry   in   blank   application   furnished   by   insurer;    Dunbar  v.   Phenix  Ins.    Co. 
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72  Wis.  492,  40  N.  W.  386,  holding  failure  of  insured  to  disclose  material  facts 
in  application  waived  by  insurer  receiving  it  and  issuing  policy  thereon. 

Cited  in  notes  in  55  A.  D.  369,  as  to  when  concealment  is  fatal  to  insurance 
policy;  6  E.  R.  C.  833,  on  duty  of  insured  to  disclose  all  material  facts  relating 
to  contract  of  insurance. 
Admissibility  of  statements  of  insured  against  mortgagee. 

Cited  in  note  in  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  204,  on  admissibility  of  statements  of  insured 
after  loss  in  action  by  mortgagee  upon  policy. 
Relation  of  parties  to  insurance  when  insurer*s  liability  becomes  ftxcd. 

Cited  in  note  in  3  L.R.A.  624,  on  relation  of  parties  to  insurance  contract 
when  insurer's  liability  becomes  fixed. 

27  AM.  REP.  87,  QUINN  v.  PEOPLE,  71  N.  Y.  661. 
What  constitutes  ''dwelling  house"  ~  In  law  of  burglary. 

Cited  in  Stearns  v.  Vincent,  50  Mich.  209,  45  A.  R.  37,  15  N.  W.  86,  to  point 
that  "dwelling  house"  in  law  of  burglary  includes  whatever  is  within  curtilage 
even  if  not  inclosed  with  dwelling,  if  used  for  domestic  purposes;  Hahn  v.  State, 
60  Neb.  487,  83  N.  W.  674,  holding  breaking  into  basement  hallway  burglary 
of  dwelling  house  of  person  residing  in  building  and  having  general  control 
thereof,  although  basement  not  connected  internally  with  other  rooms. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  44  A.  R.  541,  on  storehouse  as  dwelling  house  as  to 
burglary. 

Cited  in  notes  in  2  A.  S.  R.  391,  on  stores  as  subject  to  burglary;  8  L.R.A. 
691,  on  part  of  house  as  dwelling  house. 
—  In  prosecution  for  arson. 

Distinguished  in  Levy  v.  People,  80  N.  Y.  327,  holding  that  "dwelling  house," 
for  purpose  of  indictment  for  arson,  includes  every  edifice  usually  occupied  as 
lodging  place. 

Power  of  court  to  allow  correction  of  indictment. 

Distinguished  in  People  v.  Richards,  44  Hun,  278,  5  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  255, 
holding  that  under  code  of  criminal  procedure  court  may  allow  correction  of 
erroneous  allegations  in  indictment  in  respect  to  anything  or  person. 

27  AM.  REP.  98,  STATE  v.  SAUNDERS,  19  KAN.  127. 
Constitutionality  of  state  laws  in  reference  to  interstate  commerce. 

Cited  in  Hardy  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  32  Kan.  698,  5  Pac.  6,  holding 
inaction  of  Congress  as  to  interstate  transportation  of  goods,  when  considered 
with  reference  to  its  legislation  with  respect  to  foreign  commerce  equivalent  to 
declaration  that  it  shall  be  free  and  untrammeled;  Rothermel  v.  Zeigler,  7  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  505,  holding  that  act  prohibiting  buying  or  bartering  within  certain 
counties  with  intent  to  sell  produce  bought  outside  of  counties,  without  license, 
does  not  discriminate  between  people  of  this  state  and  citizens  of  other  states. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  23  A.  S.  R.  779,  on  state  statutes  regulating  interstate 
commerce. 

Distinguished  in  Stubbs  v.  People,  40  Colo.  414,  122  A.  S.  R.  1068,  11  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1071,  90  Pac.  1114,  13  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1025,  holding  statute  prohibiting 
importing  of  dockedtailed  horses  or  using  of  them  while  still  owned  by  person 
importing  them,  unconstitutional;  Rothrmel  v.  Meyerle,  136  Pa.  250,  9  L.R.A.  366, 
3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  315,  20  Atl.  583,  holding  act  prohibiting  buying  of  butter 
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and  eggs  within  certain  counties,  with  intent  to  send  same  for  sale  to  outside 

counties  without  license  not  invalid  as  discriminating  against  citizens  of  other 

states. 

—  Hegulations  for  preservation  of  game. 

C  ited  in  McDonald  v.  Southern  Exp.  Co.  134  Fed.  282,  holding  act  pro- 
liibiting  shipment  of  any  shad  fish  beyond  limits  of  state  and  making  common 
carrier  of  same  liable  to  fine,  unconstitutional;  Territory  v.  Evans,  2  Idaho, 
038,  7  L.R.A.  288, '23  Pac.  115,  holding  act  prohibiting  .exportation  of  fish  from 
territory  in  conflict  with  United  States  constitution. 

Cited  in  note  in  35  A.  R.  391,  on  ajiplicability  of  statute  forbidding  possession 
of  game  to  game  lawfully  taken  in  another  state. 

Distinguished  in  Magner  v.  People,  97  111.  320,  holding  act  making  it  unlawful 
to  have  possession  of  certain  game  for  purpose  of  sale  though  killed  in  another 
state  and  sent  to  purchaser  here  not  unconstitutional  as  attempt  to  regulate 
interstate  commence. 

Disapproved  in  Geer  v.  Connecticut,  161  U.  S.  619,  40  L.  ed.  793,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  ()00  (affirming  61  Conn.  144,  13  L.R.A.  804,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  732,  22 
Atl.  1012),  holding  that  state  may  enact  that  birds  may  be  killed  and  sold,  or, 
hold  for  sale,  only  for  domestic  consumption;  Organ  v.  State,  66  Ark.  267,  19  S.  \V. 
840,  holding  act  of  legislature  prohibiting  exportation  of  fish  and  game  from  state 
not  in  violation  of  commerce  clause  in  U.  S.  Constitution;  Ex  parte  Fritz,  86 
Miss.  210.  109  A.  S.  R.  700,  38  So.  722,  holding  statute,  regulating  and  restricting 
capture  of  creatures  ferae  naturae  not  reduced  to  actual  possession  constitutional 
although  person  capturing  them  intended  to  ship  them  to  another  state;  State 
V.  Nergaard.  124  Wis.  414,  102  N.  \V.  899,  holding  that  state  has  right  to  enact 
laws  to  preserve  its  fish  and  game  and  may  prohibit  sale  or  shipment  of  more  than 
given  quantity  within  given  time  by  any  one  person. 

27  AM.  REP.   101,  OTTAWA  COUNTY  v.  NELSON,   19  KAN.  234. 
Necessity  of  legislature  levying  taxes  uniformly. 

Cited  in  National  Bank  v.  Barber,  24  Kan.  634,  holding  that  legislature  cannot 
exempt  real  estate  from  taxation  in  addition  to  that  exempted  by  Constitution; 
Midland  Elevator  Co.  v.  Stewart,  50  Kan.  378,  32  Pac.  33,  holding  act  authorizing 
certain  county  to  levy  tax  for  county  purposes  valid;  Re  Page,  60  Kan.  842, 
47  L.R.A.  68,  58  Pac.  478,  holding  act  providing  for  tax  on  contracts  with  un- 
licensed insurance  companies  departure  from  constitutional  rule  of  uniformity  of 
taxation;  Sumner  County  v.  Wellington,  66  Kan.  690,  97  A.  S.  R.  396,  60  L.R.A. 
860,  72  Pac.  216,  holding  waters  works  owned  by  city  exempt  form  taxation;  State 
V.  United  States  &  C.  Exp.  Co.  60  N.  H.  219,  holding  act  to  tax  express  companies 
unequal  division  of  public  expense  and  unconstitutional;  State  v.  Lawrence,  79 
Kan.  234,  100  Pac.  485,  holding  that  act  authorizing  city  to  levy  taxes  to  aid 
state  university  does  not  violate  constitutional  provision  for  uniformity;  Yam- 
hill County  V.  Fosfer,  63  Or.  124,  99  Pac.  286,  holding  that  rate  of  taxation  must 
be  equal  and  uniform  throughout  taxing  district. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  29  A.  R.  323,  on  uniformity  of  taxation  applied 
to  all  of  same  class. 

Cited  in  notes  in  102  A.  S.  R.  925;  1  L.R.A.  758, — on  equality  and  uniformity 
of  taxation;  4  L.R.A.  809,  on  rule  of  uniformity  as  to  .taxation. 
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What  constitutes  tax  within  meaning  of  section  of  constitation  requiring 
unifopniity. 

Cited  in  Beebe  v.  Wells,  37  Kan.  472,  15  Pac.  565,  holding  stenographer's  fee 
in  action  in  which  he  renders  no  services  not  tax;  Franklin  County  v.  Ottawa, 
49  Kan.  747,  33  A.  S.  R.  396,  31  Pac.  788,  to  point  that  constitutional  provision 
relating  to  uniform  and  equal  rate  of  assessment  and  taxation  does  not  apply  to 
street  assessments;  Clotilde  v.  Atchison,  0  Kan.  App.  251,  69  Pac.  676,  holding 
special  street  paving  assessments  taxes  within  meaning  of  constitution;  Pleuler 
v.  State,  11  Neb.  547,  10  N.  W.  481;  State  ex  rel.  Grigsby  v.  Buechler,  10  S.  D. 
156,  72  N.  W.  114, — holding  liquor  license  not  tax  within  provision  of  constitution 
requiring  uniformity  of  taxation;  Tekoa  v.  Reilly,  47  Wash.  202,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
901,  91  Pac.  769,  holding  street  poll  tax  not  in  violation  of  constitutional  provision 
requiring  uniformity  of  taxation. 

Cited   in  notes   in   4   L.R.A.   810,   as   to   whether   license   fees   are   taxes;    29 
L.R.A.  406,  on  poll  taxes  as  not  within  uniformity  provision  of  constitution. 
Liability  of  detached   territory  of  county  to  pay  tax  for  prior  bonded 
indebtedness. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Robb  v.  Kiowa  County,  41  Kan.  630,  21  Pac.  601,  holding 
detached  territory  of  county  subject  to  bond  tax  issued  before  county  divided ; 
Chanler  v.  Reynolds,  19  Kan.  249,  holding  detached  territory  of  township  or 
county  only  authorized  to  pay  prior  bonded  indebtedness  in  case  bonds  were  both 
authorized  and  issued  previous  to  detachment. 

Cited  in  note  in  20  A.  S.  R.  678,  on  liability  of  detached  territory  of  county  for 
previous  debts  of  county. 

Distinguished  in.  Craft  v.  Lofinck,  34  Kan.  365,  8  Pac.  359,  holding  people  of 
detached  portion  of  township  not  under  moral  obligation  to  pay  bridge  bonds 
issued  by  old  township  after  detachment. 
Validity  of  tax  on  property  in  unorganized  counties. 

Cited  in  Francis  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  19  Kan.  303,  holding  act  author- 
izing collection  of  state  taxes  on  railroad  property  in  unorganized  counties 
constitutional;  Farris  v.  Vannier,  6  Dak.  186,  3  L.R.A.  713,  42  N.  W.  31  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  validity  of  tax  on  property  in  unorganized  county  for  benefit 
of  organized  county. 

Power  of  legisiatafe  to  postpone  election  to  adjust  official  terms. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Clark,  63  Kan.  505,  65  Pac.  705,  holding  that  legislature 
has  power  to  postpone  election  for  reasonable  time  in  order  to  readjust  official 
terms. 
Nature  of  special  election  of  newly  organized  county. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Little  v.  Wentworth,  55  Kan.  298,  40  Pac.  648,  to  point 
that  first  or  special  election  of  officers  of  newly  organized  counties  is  provisional 
only. 
Power  of  legislature  as  to  exemptions. 

Cited  in  Towle  v.  Towle,  81  Kan.  675,  27  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  650,  107  Pac.  228, 
to  point  that  legislature  may  increase  exemptions  provided  by  constitution. 

Cited  in  note  in  19  L.R.A.  80,  on  power  of  state  legislature  to  exempt  from 
taxation. 
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27  AM.  KBP.  113,  STATE  ▼.  LEWIS,   10  KAN.  800. 
Trial  of  prisoner  in  manacles. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  42  A.  R.  667,  on  handcuffing  and  docking  prisoners 
at  trial;  63  A.  S.  R.  872,  on  trying  prisoner  in  shackles. 

Cited  in  notes  in  39  L.R.A.  823,  as  to  when  manacles  on  prisoners  during  trial 
are  justifiable;  39  L.R.A.  824,  on  right  of  prisoner  to  appear  unmanacled  on  his 
rrraignment   and   sentence. 
Uiglit  to  assist  one  unlawfully  Imprisoned  to  escape. 

Cited  in  People  v.  All  Teung,  92  Cal.  421,  15  L.R.A.  190,  28  Pac.  577,  holding 
one  assisting  prisoner  to  escape  from  unlawful  imprisonment  not  guilty  of  any 
Clime. 
Sufficiency  of  indictment  for  rescae. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Daly,  41  Or.  616,  70  Pac.  706,  holding  that  information  for 
aiding  prisoner  in  intent  to  escape  need  only  allege  lawful  detention  in  stated 
place  of  confinement. 
Acquittal  as  bar  to  prosecution  for  escape. 

Cited  in  note  in  15  L.R.A.  191,  on  acquittal  of  accused  as  bar  to  prosecution 
for  breaking  jail. 
Justification  for  escape  from  Jail. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  33  A.  R.  563,  on  unhealthful  condition  of  jail  as 
justification  for  escape. 

27  AM.  REP.   117,  SMITH  ▼.  McNAIR,   19  KAN.  330. 
Implied  warranty  of  genuineness  of  negotiable  instrument. 

Cited  in  Meyer  v.  Richards,  163  U.  S.  386,  41  L.  ed.  199,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1148,  holding  implied  warranty  by  vendor  of  negotiable  bonds  that  they  are  what 
they  purport  to  be;  Parmelee  v.  Knox,  24  Kan.  113,  holding  one  who  sells  forged 
bond  liable  for  return  of  purchase  money;  Levy  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  27  Neb.  557. 
43  X.  W.  354,  holding  indorser  of  forged  check  bound  to  make  check  and  its 
indorsement  good. 

Cited  in  notes  in  60  A.  D.  606;  36  L.R.A.  92,~-on  implied  warianty  of  genuine- 
ness on  sale  of  negotiable  paper. 
Implied  warranty  arising  from  sale  of  corporate  stock. 

Cited  in  McClure  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  166  N.  Y.  108,  63  L.R.A.  163,  58  N.  E. 
777,  holding  implied  warranty  by  trust  company  that  stock  sold  under  arrange- 
ment for  marketing  of  stock  of  English  corporation  was  marketable  and  free 
from    lien. 
Implied  warranty  of  fitness  of  thing  sold. 

Distinguished  in  Ehrsam  v.  ^rown,  76  Kan.  206,  15  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  877,  91 
Pac.  179,  holding  no  implied  warranty  on  part  of  dealer  that  thing  sold  will 
answer  purpose  intended  by  buyer. 

Necessity  of  tender  or  return  of  worthless  property  to  rescind  fraudulent 
contract  or  recover  money  paid. 

Cited  in  Lunt  v.  Wrenn,  113  111.  168,  holding  return  or  tender  of  counterfeit 
land  scrip  unnecessary  to  recover  money  paid  therefor;  Wicks  v.  Smith,  21  Kan. 
412,  30  A.  R.  433,  holding  tender  or  return  of  absolute  worthless  property  not 
necessary  in  order  to  rescind  fraudulent  contract. 

Cited  in  note  in  3  L.R.A. (N.S.)   466,  on  right  of  purchaser  who  has  resold  to 
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recover  f«r  breach  of  warranty  as  to  quality  or  quantity  where  he  has  not  act- 
ually made  good  to  his  vendee. 
Variance  between  pleading:  and  proof. 

Cited  in  Pitts  Sons  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Lewis,  30  Kan.  641,  1  Pac.  812,  holding  evidence 
of  attempted  rescission  of  contract  based  upon  partial  failure  of  consideration 
inadmissible  under  plea  of  total  failure  of  consideration. 

2  7  AM.  RfiP.    120,  BEQUILLARD  v.  BARTIiETT,    10  KAN.   382. 
What  are  tools  or  implements  under  exemption  laws. 

Cited  in  Jenkins  v.  McNall,  27  Kan.  532,  41  A.  R.  422;  Bliss  v.  Vedder,  34 
Kan.  57,  55  A.  R.  237,  7  Pac.  599, — ^holding  printing  press  and  printing  materials 
v;m ployed  in  publishing  county  newspaper  "tools  and  implements"  of  editor, 
printer,  and  publisher;  Schuster  v.  Kurtz,  47  Kan.  255,  27  Pac.  994,  holding 
-omnibus  of  hotelkeeper  used  to  carry  guests  to  and  from  his  hotel  "implement" 
of  that  vocation;  Williams  v.  Vincent,  70  Kan.  595,  109  A.  S.  R.  469,  68  L.R.A. 
634,  79  Pac.  121,  holding  bowling  alley  not  exempt  from  seizure  on  execution  as 
tool  or  implement  of  keeper's  trade  or  business. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  123  A.  S.  R.  140,  on  exemption  of  tools  and  imple- 
ments. 

Cited  in  notes  in  21  A.  D.  648,  on  exemption  of  "tools'*  of  persons  engaged  in 
two  or  more  occupations;  21  A.  D.  547,  on  meaning  of  "tools"  in  exemption 
laws;  21  A.  D.  553,  on  articles  which  have  been  considered  tools  or  implements 
within  exemption  of  statute. 

Distinguished  in  Wicker  v.  Comstock,  62  Wis.  316,  9  N.  W.  25,-  holding  stock 
of  goods  on  sale  by  merchant  exempt  under  exemption  law. 

Critized  in  Martin  v.  Bond,  14  Colo.  466,  24  Pac.  326,  holding  stock  of  merchant 
or  shop  keeper  to  value  of  statutory  exemption  exempt  under  statute  exempting 
tools  and  implements  of  trade  or  business  and  stock  in  trade. 
Admissions  by  demurrer  to  evidence. 

Cited  in  McCune  Min.  Co.  v.  Adams,  35  Kan.  193,  10  Pac.  468;  Christie  v- 
Barnes,  33  Kan.  317,  6  Pac.  599, — ^holding  that  demurrer  to  evidence  admits 
■every  fact  and  every  conclusion  which  evidence  most  favorable  to  other  party 
tends  to  prove;  Marshall  v.  Harney  Peak  Tin  Min.  &  Mill  Mfg.  Co.  1  S.  D.  360, 
47  N.  W.  290;  Wolf  v.  Washer,  32  Kan.  533,  4  Pac.  1036;  Conklin  v.  Yates,  16 
Okla.  266,  83  Pac.  910, — ^holding  that  court,  upon  demurrer  to  evidence,  must 
consider  as  true  every  portion  of  evidence  tending  to  prove  case  of  party  re- 
sisting demurrer;  Edmission  v.  Drumm-Flata  Commission  Co.  13  Okla.  440,  73 
Pac.  958,  holding  that  demurrer  to  evidence  admits  all  facts  which  evidence  in 
slightest  degree  tends  to  prove,  and  all  inferences  which  may  be  logically  drawn 
from  evidence. 
Right  of  court  to  weight  conflicting  evidence  upon  demurrer. 

Cited  in  St  Paul  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kelly,  43  Kan.  741,  23  Pac.  1046,  holding 
that  trial  court  cannot  weigh  conflicting  testimony  on  demurrer  to  plaintiff's 
•evidence. 

27  AM.  REP.   125,  GRANT  ▼.  DABNEHT,   19  KAN.  388,  Later  case  in- 
volving same  contract  in  19  Kan.  390. 
'Construction  of  contract  for  snpport. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  53  A.  R.  458,  on  attendance  and  nursing  aa  in- 
cluded in  contract  far  support. 
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2  7  AM.  REP.    12  7,  CASTLE  v.  HOUSTON,   10  KAN.  417, 
Truth  as  defense  in  action  for  libel  or  slander. 

Cited  in  Mundy  v.  Wight,  26  Kan.  173;  Larson  v.  Cox,  68  Neb.  44,  93  N.  W. 
1011, — holding  truth  of  defamatory  matter  complete  defense  in  civil  action  for 
libel  or  slander;  Wertz  v.  Sprecher,.82  Neb.  834,  118  N.  W.  1071,  17  A.  &  E. 
Ann.  Cas.  758,  holding  that  truth  alone  is  not  complete  defense  to  libel,  but 
defendant  must  show  good  motives  and  j.ustifiable  ends. 

Cited  in  notes  in  91  A.  S.  R.  288;  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  133,  134;  21  L.R.A.  503,— 
on  truth  as  a  defense  to  libel  or  slander;  91  A.  S.  R.  290,  on  truth  as  defense 
for  criminal  libel  or  slander. 
Sufficiency  of  answer  in  civil  action  for  libel. 

Cited  in  Denver  v.  Clark,  44  Kan.  745,  25  Pac.  205,  holding  allegation  of 
truth  of  charge  in  answer  in  civil  action  for  libel  sufficient,  if  alleged  libel 
specific. 

Admissibility  of  rumors  to  show  truth  of  alleged  libel. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Conklin,  47  Or.  509,  84  Pac.  482,  on  admissibility  of  rumors^ 
in  action  for  criminal  libel  in  reference  to  showing  truth  of  publication. 

Cited  in  note  in  9  E.  R.  C.  195,  on  admissibility  in  action  for  libel  of  proof 
of  truth  of  criminal  charge. 
Statutory  definition  of  criminal  libel. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Clyne,  53  Kan.  8,  35  Pac.  789,  on  statutory  definition  of 
criminal  libel. 

27  AM.  REP.   137,  STATE  ▼.  WHITE,    19  KAN.  445. 

Privilege  of  client  as  to  communications  to  attorney. 

Cited  in  Swenk  v.  People,  20  111.  App.  Ill,  holding  that  client  cannot  be 
made  to  disclose  communication  between  himself  and  his  legal  adviser  which 
his  legal  adviser  could  not  disclose  without  his  consent;  Tays  v.  Carr,  37  Ivan* 
141,  14  Pac.  456,  holding  that  attorney  cannot  testify  concerning  communication 
from  client  without  client's  consent. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  32  A.  R.  362,  on  admissibility  of  accused's  com- 
munications  to   his   attorney. 

Cited  in  note  in  30  A.  R.  632,  on  communications  by  client  to  attorney  as 
privileged. 

Waiver  of  client's  privilege  — As  to  communication   to  attorney. 

Cited  iq  People  v.  Mullings,  83  Cal.  138,  17  A.  S.  R.  223,  23  Pac.  229,  holding 
that  one  ofl'ering  himself  as  witness  in  his  own  behalf  cannot  be  cross-examined 
as  to  communications  made  to  his  attorney;  Wilkins  v.  Moore,  20  Kan.  538, 
Iiolding  communications  from  client  to  his  attorney  inadmissible  in  evidence, 
except  so  far  as  client  voluntarily  offers  himself  as  witness  concerning  them; 
Jones  V.  State,  65  Miss.  179,  3  So.  379,  holding  privileged  communication  be- 
tween attorney  and  client  not  waived  by  client  becoming  witness  and  testifying 
in  his  own  behalf. 

Cited  in  note  in  66  A.  S.  R.  242,  on  waiver  of  privilege  as  to  confidential 
communications  to  attorney. 
—  As  to  communication  to  physician. 

Cited  in  Citizens*  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Shepherd,  30  Ind.  App.  193,  65  N.  E.  765,. 
holding  examination  by  plaintiflf  in  personal  injury  action  of  one  physician  no 
waiver  of  privilege  as  to  other  physicians;  Aspy  v.  Botkins,  160  Ind.  170,  66  N;. 
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E.  462,  holding  physician  who  had  treated  plaintiff  in  malpractice  case  after 
defendant's  employment,  incompetent  to  testify  over  plaintiff's  objection;  Bur- 
gess V.  Sims  Drug  Co.  114  Iowa,  276,  89  A.  S.  R.  359,  54  L.R.A.  364,  86  N.  W. 
307,  holding  testimony  of  party  on  cross-examination  as  to  communications 
made  to  his  physician  no  waiver  of  privilege  of  patient  under  statute  prohibit- 
ing physician  testifying  to  same;  Burgess  v.  Sims  Drug  Co.  114  Iowa,  275,  89^ 
A.  S.  R.  359,  54  L.R.A.  364,  86  N.  W.  307,  ^jplding  that  testimony  of  party  on 
cross-examination  as  to  communications  to  physician  is  not  waiver  of  privilege. 
—  As  to  giving  of  incriminating  testimony. 

Cited  in  Chappell  v.  State,  71  Ala.  322,  holding  that  statement  by  prisoner 
under  statute  does  not  waive  privilege  of  refusing  to  incriminate  himself; 
Cotton  V.  State,  87  Ala.  103,  6  So.  372,  holding  constitutional  privilege  of  ac- 
cused waived  by  his  testifying  in  his  own  behalf. 

Cited  in  note  in  21  A.  D.  62,  on  waiver  of  privilege  of  witness  as  to  giving 
of  incriminating  testimony. 
Cross-examination  of  accused  testifying  in  own  belialf. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  28  A.  R.  183,  on  prisoner's  privilege  when  he  is- 
witness  in  his  own  behalf;  56  A.  R.  45,  on  cross-examination  of  prisoner  taking 
stand  in  own  behalf;  29  A.  R.  506;  47  A.  S.  R.  35;  32  A.  R.  302, — on  impeach- 
ment of  accused  testifying  in  his  own  behalf;  2  A.  S.  R.  356,  on  right  of  ac- 
cused offering  himself  as  witness  to  refuse  to  answer  question  because  of  possi- 
ble incrimination;  43  A.  S.  R.  749,  on  accused  as  witness  against  himself;  47 
A.  S.  R.  35,  on  admissibility  of  former  conviction  to  discredit  accused  testifyir;^ 
in  his  own  behalf;  77  A.  S.  R.  524,  on  cross-examination  involving  incrimination. 

Cited  in  notes  in  14  A.  S.  R.  480,  on  cross-examination  of  witnesses;   38  /. 
S.   R.   897,  on  cross-examination  of  accused  as  witness;    52  A.   S.   R.   665;    35 
L.R.A.   674;    75  A.  S.  R.   318, — on  cross-examination  of  defendant  in  criminal 
prosecution;   11  E.  R.  C.  155,  on  method  of  impeaching  witness. 
Riglit  of  court  to  discliarge  Jury  in  absence  of  prisoner. 

Cited  in  Bagwell  v.  State,  129  Ga.  170,  58  S.  E.  650,  holding  discharge  of 
jury  in  absence  of  accused  erroneous. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  27  A.  R.  394,  on  receiving  verdict  and  pronouncing 
sentence  in  defendant's  absence. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Smith,  44  Kan.  75,  21  A.  S.  R.  266,  8  L.R.A.  774, 
24  Pac.  84,  holding  that  juror's  sickness  must  be  determined  by  judicial  meth- 
ods and  jury's  discharge  in  absence  of  defendant  erroneous. 

Sufficiency  of  proof  of  marriage. 

Cited  in  Baughman  v.  Baughman,  29  Kan.  283,  holding  that  marriage  may 
be  proved  by  persons  witnessing  ceremony,  where  question  brought  up  in  civil 
action  involving  descent  of  property. 
Cliarge  as  to  testimony  of  accused. 

Annotation  cited  in  Allen  v.  State,  87  Ala.  107,  6  So.  370,  holding  charge 
that  it  is  jury's  duty  to  remember  that  witness  is  defendant  and  that  if  tliey 
think  his  interest  sufficient,  to  entirely  disregard  it,  if  in  conflict  with  other 
evidence,  erroneous. 

Improper  comments  of  connsel  at  trial. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  48  A.  R.  336,  on  improper  comments  of  counsel 
at  trial;  1  A.  S.  R.  368,  on  right  and  duty  of  court  to  stop  improper  comments 
Am.  Rep.  Vol.   XVI.— 60. 
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of  counsel;  22  A.  S.  R.  470,  on  argument  of  oounsel  on  failure  of  accusv\!   tv> 
testify. 

27  AM.  REP.  145,  MTOWICH  v.  MTOWICH,  10  KAN.  451. 
Conclusiveness  of  Judgrment  rendered  without  Jurisdiction  of  parties. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Marshall,  3  Kan.  App.  529,  43  Pac.  840,  holding  judgment 
rendered  without  jurisdiction  of  defendant  void;  Mastin  v.  Gray,  19  Kan.  468. 
27  A.  R.  149,  holding  domestic  judgment  subject  to  collateral  impeachment  for 
want  of  jurisdiction;  Brinkman  v.  Shaffer,  23  Kan.  528,  holding  judgment 
resting  upon  unauthorized  appearance  of  third  party  void;  Kay  v.  Walter,  28 
Kan.  Ill,  holding  revival  of  judgment  without  jurisdiction  of  defendants  null- 
ity so  far  as  enforcibility  outside  of  state  is  concerned;  Amsbaugh  v.  Exchangt' 
Bank,  33  Kan.  100,  5  Pac.  384;  Thorn  v.  Sahnonson,  37  Kan.  441,  15  Pac.  5S8, 
— ^holding  foreign  judgment  rendered  without  jurisdiction  of  person  of  defend- 
ant subject  to  collateral  attack. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  28  A.  R.  130,  on  jurisdiction  in  actions  for  divorce ; 
29  A.  R.  365,  on  defenses  open  to  judgment  of  sister  state;  4  A.  S.  R.  173, 
on  impeachment  of  judgment  of  other  state  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  note  in  59  L.R.A.  183,  on  impeaching  on  jurisdictional  facts  decree 
of  divorce  granted  in  another  state. 

Distinguished  in  Larimer  v.  Knoyle,  43  Kan.  338,  23  Pac.  487,  holding  de- 
fective judgment  rendered  by  court  having  jurisdiction  not  subject  to  collateral 
attack. 

Validity  of  decree  of  divorce  wliere  parties  nonresidents. 

Cited  in  Bell  v.  Bell,  181  U.  S.  175,  45  L.  ed.  804,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  551; 
Watkins  v.  Watkins,  125  Ind.  163,  21  A.  S.  R.  217,  25  N.  E.  175;  Van  Fossen 
V.  State,  37  Ohio  St.  317,  41  A.  R.  507, — holding  decree  of  divorce  granted  by 
state  in  which  neither  of  parties  was  domiciled  void  beyond  limits  of  that  state; 
Masterman  v.  Masterman,  58  Kan.  748,  51  Pac.  277,  holding  foreign  judgment 
in  divorce  denying  petition  because  plaintiff  nonresident,  and  also  on  merits,  no 
bar  to  subsequent  action  here  for  same  cause;  Qettys  v.  Gettys,  3  Lea,  260,  31 
A.  R.  637,  holding  divorce  decree  fraudulently  obtained  by  nonresident  in  sister 
state  null  and  void  here;  Reis  v.  Lawrence,  63  Cal.  129,  49  A.  R.  83  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  validity  of  divorce  decree  rendered  in  state  in  which  neither  of 
partes  was  domiciled  beyond  limits  of  that  state. 

Cited  in  notes  in  19  L.R.A.  814,  on  validity  of  decree  of  divorce  obtained  on 
publication  or  service  out  of  state  where  defendant  did  not  appear;  59  L.R.A. 
145,  on  jurisdiction  of  subject-matter  of  divorce  when  neither  party  is  domiciled 
or  permanently  residing  at  the  fonun ;  5  E.  R.  C.  724,  on  jurisdiction  to  dissolve 
marriage  as  dependent  on  domicil. 
Discretion  of  court  in   granting  temporary  alimony. 

Cited  in  Harding  v.  Harding,  144  111.  588,  21  L.R.A.  310,  32  N.  E.  206,  hold- 
ing  that  discretion  of  trial  judge  in  allowing  temporary  alimony  will  not  be 
disturbed  on  appeal  unless  clearly  abused. 

Cited  in  notes  in  60  A.  D.  679,  on  discretion  as  to  allowance  and  amount  of 
temporary  alimony;  60  A.  D.  674,  675,  on  temporary  alimony  as  matter  of 
course  on  making  out  prima  facie  case;  25  L.RA.(N.S.)  392^  on  alimony  pendente 
lite  or  counsel  fees  when  marriage  is  denied. 
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^Necessity  of  suit  for  alimony  being  instituted  in  good  faith. 

Cited  in  Adams  v.  Adams,  49  Mo.  App.  692,  to  point  that  alimony  should 
«ot  be  granted  wife  unless  it  appear  suit  was  instituted  in  good  faitli. 
Competency  of  wife  as  witness  in  suit  for  alimony. 

Cited  in  Selders  v.  Selders,  9  Kan.  App.  428,  68  Pac.  1038,  holding  wife  in- 
<'ompetent  witness  in  her  own  behalf  in  action  for  alimony  only. 
Remedy  to  set  aside  divorce  decree  fraudulently  obtained. 

Cited  in  Wills  v.  Wills,  104  Tenn.  382,  58  S.  W.  301,  holding  that  remedy 
for  fraudulent  decree  granting  divorce  is  bill  in  equity  to  set  it  aside. 
Residence  as  condition  precedent  to  action  for  alimony. 

Cited  in  McCormick  v.  McCormick,  82  Kan.  31,  107  Pac.  546,  holding  that 
wife  need  not  be  resident  of  state  to  maintain  action  for  alimony. 

2  7  AM.  REP.   149,  MASTIN  v.  GRAY,   19  KAN.   458. 
Conclusiveness  of  Judgment  rendered  without  jurisdiction  of  parties. 

Cited  in  Perry  v.  St.  Joseph  &  W.  R.  Co.  29  Kan.  420,  holding  issuance  of 
letters  of  administration  by  court  having  no  jurisdiction  void  for  all  purposes; 
Kay  V.  Walter,  28  Kan.  Ill,  holding  revivals  of  judgment  without  jurisdiction 
of  person  of  defendants  without  force  beyond  state  where  rendered;  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  v.  Reid^  34  Kan.  410,  8  Pac.  846,  holding  judgment  of  justice  of 
peace  rendered  in  excess  of  jurisdiction  void;  Thorn  v.  Salmonson,  37  Kan. 
441,  15  Pac.  5SS,  holding  foreign  judgment  rendered  without  jurisiction  of  per- 
son of  defendant  subject  to  collateral  attack;  Craven  v.  Bradley,  61  Kan.  336, 
32  Pac.  1112,  holding  decree  of  foreclosure  not  conclusive  as  against  heirs  of 
mortgagors  where  suit  was  commenced  after  death  of  mortgagor  and  neither 
heirs  nor  personal  representatives  made  party;  Ewing  v.  Mallispn,  65  Kan. 
484,  93  A.  S.  K.  299,  70  Pqc.  369,  holding  true  place  of  residence  of  deceased  not 
conclusively  established  by  appointment  of  administrator;  Kelso  v.  Norton,  74 
Kan.  442,  87  Pac.  184,  holding  judgment  of  court  not  having  jurisdiction  sub- 
ject to  collateral  attack  at  any  time;  Grerman  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kautter,  65  Neb. 
103,  70  A.  S.  R.  371,  75  N.  W.  666;  Bayers  v.  Nason,  64  Neb.  143,  74  N.  W. 
408, — holding  that  one  made  liable  by  judgment  who  has  never  appeared  or 
been  legally  served  may  show  in  collateral  proceeding  that  recitals  of  records 
as  to  his  service  are  false,  and  that  judgment  though  valid  on  its  face  is  void 
as  to  him. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  28  A.  R.  130,  on  right  to  impeach  judgments  col- 
laterally for  want  of  jurisdiction;  30  A.  R.  646,  on  collateral  impeachment  of 
foreign  judgment;  19  A.  S.  R.  218,  on  judgments  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  notes  in  63  A.  S.  R.  182,  on  leaving  state  permanently  as  affectinfj 
court's  jurisdiction;  103  A.  S.  R.  311,  on  what  must  be  shown  to  overcome  pre- 
sumption that  court  of  sister  state  had  jurisdiction  where  defendant  had  left 
state. 

Distinguished  in  Larimer  v.  Knoyle,  43  Kan.  338,  23  Pac.  487,  holding  de- 
fective judgment  rendered  by  court  having  jurisdiction  not  subject  to  collateral 
attack;  O'Keefe  v.  Behrens,  73  Kan.  469,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  354,  85  Pac.  555,  0 
A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  867,  holding  that  nonjurisdictional  defects  in  probate  sales 
do  not  render  sales  void  or  subject  to  attack  except  in  direct  manner. 

Not  followed  in  Scott  v.  Royston,  223  Mo.  668,  123  S.  W.  454,  holding  that 
judgment,  void  on  face  for  lack  of  jurisdiction  over  subject-matter,  is  not  «ib- 
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ject  to  collateral   attack  where  attorney   appears  for  parties  made  plaintiffs 
without  their  knowledge. 

— >  Unauthorized  appearance. 

Cited  in  Brinkman  v.  Shaffer,  23  Kan.  528,  holding  judgment  resting  upon 
unauthorized  appearance  of  third  party  void;  Reynolds  v.  Fleming,  30  Kan. 
106,  46  A.  R.  86,  1  Pac.  61,  holding  judgment  resting  upon  unauthorized  ap- 
pearance of  attorney  at  law  void;  Brown  v.  Dann,  71  Kan.  733,  81  Pac.  471, 
holding  decree  of  divorce  granted  upon  forged  entry  of  appearance  and  without 
jurisdiction,  nullity. 

Cited  in  notes  in  21  L.R.A.  853,  on  invalidity  or  voidability  of  judgment  ob- 
tained on  unauthorized  appearance  by  attorney;  21  L.R.A.  866,  on  right  of  third 
parties  to  relief  from  judgment  on  unauthorized  appearance  by  attorney. 
Admissibility  of  extrinsic  evidence  to  impeach  judgment. 

Cited  in  Amsbaugh  v.  Exchange  Bank,  33  Kan.  100,  5  Pac.  384,  holding  that 
domestic  judgment  may  be  impeached  for  want  of  jurisdiction  collaterally  by 
extrinsic  or  intrinsic  evidence;  Pray  v.  Jenkins,  47  Kan.  599,  28  Pac.  716^ 
holding  evidence  of  forgery  of  mortgage  and  want  of  service  in  foreclosure  suit 
admissible  in  ejectment  action  against  grantee  of  purchaser  at  foreclosure  sale; 
Jones  V.  Kellogg,  61  Kan.  203,  37  A.  S.  R.  278,  33  Pac.  997,  holding  that  want 
of  jurisdiction  may  be  shown  by  extrinsic  evidence  even  to  impeach  judgment ; 
Noyes  v.  Tootle,  8  Okla.  505,  58  Pac.  652,  to  point  that  want  of  jurisdiction  may 
be  shown  by  extrinsic  evidence,  even  to  impeach  judgment. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  E.  R.  C.  235,  on  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  ex- 
plain or  impeach  judgments. 

Distinguislied   in   Re  Watson,  30  Kan.   753,   1   Pac.  776,  holding  that  record 
evidence  of  what  court  did  cannot  be  set  aside  by  parol  where  court  had  un- 
questioned personal  jurisdiction  of  person  of  party. 
Conclueiveness  of  sheriff's  return. 

Cited  in  Great  West  Min.  Co.  v.  Woodman  of  Alston  Min.  Co.  12  Colo.  46, 
13  A.  S.  R.  201,  20  Pac.  771,  holding  that  recital  of  sheriff's  return  of  summons^ 
that  person  served  was  agent  of  defeiidant  company  may  be  impeached;  Mc- 
Neill V.  Edie,  24  Kan.  108,  holding  sheriff's  leturn  of  service  of  original  process- 
subject  to  impeachment  in  direct  proceeding  after  judgment,  where  return  states- 
facts  outside  officer's  personal  knowledge;  Goddard  v.  Harbour,  56  Kan.  744, 
54  A.  S.  R.  608,  44  Pac.  1055,  holding  return  of  sheriff  that  he  has  served  sum- 
mons on  defendants  personally,  conclusive  between  parties;  Smoot  v.  Judd.  184 
Mo.  508,  83  S.  W.  481,  holding  officer's  return  of  summons  served  according  to 
statute  conclusive  upon  parties;  Wilson  v.  Shipman,  34  Neb.  573,  33  A.  S.  R. 
660,  62  N.  W.  576,  holding  that  officer's  return  on  summons  that  he  had  per- 
sonally served  defendants  may  be  contradicted  by  defendants;  Stewart  v.  Stew- 
art, 27  W.  Va.  167,  holing  sheriff's  return  on  mesne  process  conclusive. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  28  A.  S.  R.  368,  on  conclusiveness  of  officer's  return. 

Distinguished  in  Bowyer  v.  Knapp,   15  W.  Va.  277,  holding  sheriff's  return- 
upon  notice  to  take  depositions  prima  facie  evidence  of  its  truth. 
Defenses  available  to  execution  defendant. 

C  ited  in  reference  note  in  4  A.  S.  R.  724,  on  defenses  available  to  execution 
defendant  in  ejectment. 
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27  AM.  REP.  159,  WESTERN  U.  TELEG.  CO.  v.  RICH,  19  KAN.  517. 
Telegraph,  telephone,  and  pipe  lines  as  additional  servitude  on  highway. 

Cited  in  McCann  v.  Johnson  County  Teleph.  Co.  69  Kan.  210,  06  L.R.A.  171, 
76  Pac.  870,  2  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  150,  holding  construction  of  telephone  line 
on  highway  not  additional  servitude  thereon;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
liams, 80  Va.  696,  19  A.  S.  R.  908,  8  L.R.A.  429,  11  S.  E.  106,  holding  erection 
of  telegraph  line  upon  highway  additional  servitude  for  which  owner  of  fee  is 
entitled  to  compensation;  Baltimore  County  Water  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Dubreuil, 
105  Md.  424,  9  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  684,  66  Atl.  439,  holding  laying  of  water  pipes  by 
water  company  in  country  road  for  purpose  of  carrying  water  to  distant  points 
additional  servitude. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  47  A.  R.  453,  on  telegraph  poles  in  street  as  addi- 
tional burden. 

Cited  in  note  in  28  A.  S.  R.  233,  on  right  of  abutting  owner  to  compensation 
for  placing  telephone  poles  in  front  of  premises. 
Use  of  right  of  way  by  railroad  company. 

Cited  in  Ely  ton  Land  Co.  v.  South  &  North  Ala.  R.  Co.  95  Ala.  631,  10  So. 
270,  holding,  railroad  company  may  use  its  right  of  way  for  erection  of  depots 
or  buildings  necessary  to  transaction  of  its  ordinary  business;  American  Teleph. 
&  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Pearce,  71  Md.  535,  7  L.R.A.  200,  18  Atl.  910,  holding  telegraph 
line  along  railroad  company's  right  of  way  additional  burden  on  land  unless 
constructed  by  railroad  company  for  its  own  use;  Canton  v.  Canton  Cotton 
Warehouse  Co.  84  Miss.  268,  65  L.R.A.  561,  36  So.  266,  holding  that  grant  to 
railroad  company  of  right  of  way  to  cross  streets  includes  right  to  lay  water 
pipes  along  its  right  of  way;  Canandaigua  v.  Benedict,  24  App.  Div.  348,  48 
N.  Y.  Supp.  679,  to  point  that  construction  of  telegraph  line  By  railway  company 
for  its  private  use  does  not  impose  additional  burden  upon  land;  Roby  v.  New 
York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  142  N.  Y.  176,  36  N.  E.  1053,  holding  railroad  company 
entitled  to  exclusive  use,  possession  and  control  of  land  condemned  for  use  of 
its  road;  Abraham  v.  Oregon  &  C.  R.  Co.  37  Or.  495,  82  A.  S.  R.  779,  64  L.R.A. 
391,  60  Pac.  899,  holding  hotel  and  eating  house  conducted  by  railroad  company 
in  connection  with  its  business  legitimate  railroad  purpose;  Taggart  v.  Newport 
street  R.  Co.  16  R.  I.  668,  7  L.R.A.  205,  19  Atl.  326,  holding  use  of  electricity 
by  street  railroad  company  as  motive  power  not  additional  servitude  thereon; 
St.  Louis  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Cape  Girardeau  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  134  Mo.  App. 
406,  114  S.  W.  586,  holding  that  establishment  of  telegraph  and  telephone  lines 
along  railroad  right  of  awy  is  not  additional  servitude. 

Cited  in  note  in  7  L.R.A.  200,  on  telegraph  line  along  railroad  right  of  way. 
Rule  governing  validity  of  skeleton  case  made. 

Cited  in  Crosby  v.  Wilson,  53  Kan.  565,  36  Pac.  985,  holding  validity  of 
skeleton  case  made  governed  by  same  rule  as  skeleton  bill  of  exceptions. 

2  7  AM.  REP.   161,  MICKEL  v.  HICKS,   19  KAN.  578. 
Necessity  of  notice  to  heirs  and  wards  in  sales  of  realty  by  administrators 
and  guardians. 

Cited  in  Fudge  v.  Fudge,  23  Kan.  416,  holding  notice  to  heirs  of  proceedings 
to  9^11  intestate's  realty,  jurisdictional;  Rogers  v.  Clemmans,  26  Kan.  522, 
liolding  sale  of  real  estate  by  administrator  without  notice  to  heirs  void;  Chi- 
cago, K.  &  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Cook,  43  Kan.  83,  22  Pac.  988,  holding  sale  by  admin- 
istrator of  intestate's  realty  void  where  notice  not  given  to  heirs  and  persons 
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interested;  Crapster  v.  Taylor,  74  Kan.  771,  87  Pac.  1138,  holding  notice  to  own- 
er of  land  in  administrator's  sales  jurisdictional;  Clevenger  v.  Figley,  68  Kan. 
090,  75  Pac.  1001,  to  point  that  notice  to  heirs  in  proceeding  to  sell  intestate's 
land  to  pay  debts  is  jurisdictional;  OTieefe  v.  Behrens,  73  Kan.  469,  8  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  354,  85  Pac.  555,  9  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  867,  on  necessity  of  notice  to  heirs 
in  proceeding  by  administrator  to  sell  realty;  Beachy  v.  Shomber,  73  Kan.  62, 
84  Pac.  547;  Myers  v.  McGavock,  39  Neb.  843,  42  A.  S.  R.  627,  58  X.  W.  522,— 
holding  notice  of  application  by  guardian  to  sell  ward's  real  estate  jurisdictioii- 
*al  and  deed  made  without  notice  void;  Graden  v.  Mais,  77  Kan.  702,  327  A.  S. 
R.  456,  95  Pac.  412,  holding  that  notice  without  prior  order  prescribing  essen- 
tials of  notice  is  nullity. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  330,  on  validity  of  sale  of  decedent's 
lands  without  notice  to  heirs. 

Distinguished  in  Howbert  v.  Heyle,  47  Kan.  58,  27  Pac.  116,  holding  irregular 
petition  and  notice  in  guardianship  proceeding  to  sell  ward's  real  estate  for  his 
support,  sufficient,  where  sale  under  it  is  many  years  afterward  collaterally  at- 
tacked. 
Sufficiency  of  publication  of  notice  of  administrator's  sale. 

Distinguished  in  Fleming  v.  Bale,  23  Kan.  88,  holding  that  notice  of  ad- 
ministrator's sale  published  ''two  consecutive  times"  satisfies  order  that  it  be 
published  "two  consecutive  weeks." 

Right  to  contradict  Jurisdictional  recital  of  due  service  of  process  In 
record. 

Cited  in  City  R,  Co.  v.  Chesney,  30  Kan.  199,  1  Pac.  520,  holding  that  positive 
evidence  of  tax  deed  overpower  negative  evidence  of  statutory  affidavits  of  pub- 
lication; Gould  V.  Jacobson,  58  Mich.  288,  25  N.  W.  194,  holding  recital  of  due 
publicatioi)  in  marshal's  return  no  cure  for  want  of  it,  where  facts  on  face  of 
return  show  its  insufficiency;  Cloud  v.  Pierce  City,  86  Mo.  357,  holding  that 
jurisdictional  recital  of  due  service  of  process  in  record  may  be  contradicted  by 
showing  other  parts  of  record;  Holmes  v.  Columbia  Nat.  Bank,  4  Neb.  (Unof.) 
893,  97  N.  W.  26,  holding  general  finding  in  judgment  or  decree  of  court  lim- 
ited to  process  actually  found  in  record,  and  that  on  collateral  attack  jugment's 
validity  will  depend  on  sufficiency  of  service;  Minnesota  Thresher  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
L'Heureux,  82  Neb.  692,  118  N.  W.  565,  holding  judgment  void  where  record 
shows  insufficient  service,  tliough  judgment  recites  service  duly  made. 
Conflict  between  recitals  in  commissioner's  record  and  report  of  road 
viewers. 

Cited  m  State  v.  Horn,  34  Kan.  556,  9  Pac.  208,  holding  report  of  road 
viewers  better  evidence  than  mere  recitals  of  commissioners  in  their  record. 

27  AM.  REP.   166,  DOOLITTLE  v.  FERRY,   20  KAN.   2S0. 
Parol  evidence  to  vary  or  change  legal  effect  of  indorsement. 

Cited  in  Dunn  v.  Ghost,  5  Colo.  !134,  holding  plea  and  offer  of  proof  to  make 
general  indorsement  restrictive,  or  show  that  contract  was  different  than  that 
expressed  not  allowable;  Smythe  v.  Scott,  106  Ind.  245,  6  N.  E.  145,  holding 
parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  contradict  or  vary  contract  of  indorsement  im- 
plied by  law;  Braley  v.  Buchanan,  21  Kan.  274,  holding  parol  evidence  inad- 
missible to  vary  effect  of  simple  indorsement;   Cross  v.  Hollister,  47  Kan.  652, 

28  Pac.  693,  holding  parol  proof  inadmissible  to  change  indorsement  from  con- 
ditional  to   unconditional   transfer;    Johnston   v.   Schnabaum,  86   Ark.   82,    126 
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A.  S.  R.  1082,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  838,  109  S.  W.  1165,  16  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  876,. 
holding  parol  evidence  admissible  to  show  that  purpose  of  unrestricted  Indorse- 
ment was  merely  for  collection. 

Cited  in  notes  in  28  A.  R.  603;  29  A.  R.  499;  1  A.  S.  R.  114;  2  A.  S.  R.  604; 
7  A.  S.  R.  366;  38  A.  S.  R.  498, — on  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  control  or 
vary  effect  of  indorsement  of  negotiable  instruments. 

Distinguished  in  Lovejoy  v.  Citizens'  Bank,  23  Kan.  331,  holding  plea  and 
offer  of  proof  to  show  that  indorsement  by  bank  president  was  for  bank  and 
without  consideration  admissible;  Fullerton  v.  Hill,  48  Kan.  558,  18  L.R.A.  33, 
29  Pac.  583,  holding  parol  evidence  admissible  to  show  exact  liability  of  stranger 
to  note  who  writes  his  name  across  back  before  delivery  to  payee. 
Admissibility   of  parol   contemporaneous  agreements. 

Cited  in  New  Blue  Springs  Mill.  Co.  v.  DeWitt,  66  Kan.  666,  70  Pac.  641, 
holding  commercial  indorsement  by  payee  of  negotiable  promissory  note  and 
contemporaneous  written  agreement  limiting  effect  of  such  indorsement  con- 
strued as  one  instrument;  Standard  Box  Co.  v.  Mutual  Biscuit  Co.  10  Cal.  App. 
746,  103  Pac.  938,  holding  that  oral  agreement  that  defendant  should  have  one 
year  in  which  to  accept  option  is  inadmissible. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  230,  on  admissibility  of  oral  agreement 
to  contradict  written  instrument. 
Liability  of  indorser. 

Cited  in  Wichita  Nat.  Bank  v.  Weeks,  5  Kan.  App.  694.  49  Pac.  105,  holding 
liability  of  indorsee  conditional;  Glaze  v.  Ferguson,  48  Kan.  167,  29  Pac.  396, 
holding  that  indorsement  of  note  imports  conditional  liability. 

Cited  in  notes  in  87  A.  D.  389,  on  effect  of  indorsement  "without  recourse;*^ 
4  E.  R.  C.  549,  on  order  of  liability  of  parties  to  bill  or  note. 

Necessity  of  due  service  of  nonpayment  or  notice  of  protest  on  indorser. 

Cited  in  Selover  v.  Snively,  24  Kan.  672,  holding  that  notice  of  nonpayment 
of  negotiable  promissory  note  must  be  given  to  accommodation  indorser  to  hold 
him  liable;  Malott  v.  Jewett,  1  Kan.  App.  14,  41  Pac.  674,  holding  indorser  of 
note  not  liable  unless  sufficient  notice  of  protest  duly  served  upon  him. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  171,  SALINE  COUNTY  v.  ANDERSON,  20  KAN.  298. 
Liability  of  officer  de  Jure  for  salary  paid  de  facto  officer. 

Cited  in  Henderson  v.  Glynn,  2  Colo.  App.  303,  30  Pac.  265,  holding  pay- 
ment  of  salary  to  de  facto  officer  while  in  possession  of  office  and  discharging 
its  duties  defense  to  action  by  de  jure  officer  for  same  salary;  Nail  v.  Coulter, 
117  Ky.  747,  78  S.  W.  1110,  4  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  671,  holding  that  successful 
contestant  cannot  recover  from  state  salary  paid  to  contestee  during  his  in- 
cumbency. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  36  A.  R.  600,  on  right  of  officer  de  facto  to  salary 
while  not  performing  duties;  10  A.  S.  R.  284,  on  right  of  officer  de  jure  to 
salary  when  officer  de  facto  held  possession  of  office. 

Cited  in  notes  in  27  A.  R.  754,  on  right  of  de  jure  officer  to  salary;  19  L.R.A. 
G89.  on  right  of  officer  de  jure  to  salary  for  period  a  de  facto  officer  has  acted 
and   received  pay. 
—  Liability  of  county  or  municipality. 

Cited  in  Shaw  v.  Pima  County,  2  Ariz.  399,  18  Pac.  273;  El  Paso  County 
v.  Rohde,  41  Colo.  258,  124  A.  S.  R.  134,  16  L.R.A. (N.S.)  704.  I).-)  Pac.  .V)l ; 
Chandler  v.  Hughes  County,  9  S.  D.  24,  67  X.  W.  946;  Fuller  v.  Roberts  County^ 
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9  S.  D.  216,  68  N.  \V.  308;  Brown  v.  Tama  County,  322  Iowa,  745,  101  A.  S.  R. 
296,  98  N.  W.  5G2;  State  ex  rel.  Greeley  County  v.  Milne,  36  Neb.  301,  38 
A.  S.  R.  724,  19  L.R.A.  689,  54  N.  W.  521,— holding  county  which  pays  salary 
of  officer  de  facto  while  in  possession  of  office  not  liable  to  de  jure  officer  for 
same  salary;  Walden  v.  Headland,  156  Ala.  562,  47  So.  79;  Coughlin  v.  Mc- 
Elroy,  74  Conn.  397,  92  A.  S.  R.  224,  50  Atl.  1025;  Stearns  v.  Sims,  24  Okla. 
023,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  475,  104  Pac.  44;  Samuels  v.  Harrington,  43  Wash.  603, 
117  A.  S.  R.  1075,  86  Pac.  1071, — ^holding  municipality  which  pays  salary  of 
officer  de  facto  while  in  possession  of  office  not  liable  to  de  jure  officer  for  such 
salary. 

Distinguished  in  Whitaker  v.  Topeka,  9  Kan.  App.  213,  59  Pac.  668,  holding 
■de  jurtf  officer  entitled  to  emoluments  of  office,  where  salary  has  not  been  paid 
to  either  claimant;  Ransom  v.  Boston,  192  Mass.  299,  78  N.  E.  481,  7  A.  &  E. 
Ann.  Cas.  733,  holding  that  veteran  employee  of  city  may  maintain  action 
against  it  upon  his  wrongful  discharge  to  recover  wages  for  work  subsequent 
to  his  discharge. 
Discretionary  powers  of  public  oflAcial. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Norman  v.  D*Alemberte,  30  Fla.  545,  11  So.  905,  on 
<liscretionary  powers  of  officers. 

2  7    AM.    REP.    175,   CENTRAL   BRANCH   R.    CO.    v.   FRITZ,    20   K\S. 
480. 

When  structures  and  houses  resting  upon  solid  foundations  are  person- 
alty. 

Cited  in  McCarty  v.  Burnet,  84  Ind.  23,  holding  that  tenant  may  remove 
house  erected  under  agreement  impressing  upon  it  character  of  fixture  and 
conferring  right  to  removal;  Green  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  8  Kan.  App. 
611,  56  Pac.  136,  holding  that  lathe  which  is  so  heavy  and  so  constructed  as  to 
constitute  fixture  may  be  retaken  in  replevin  after  severance  from  realty;  3^Ic- 
Donald  v.  Shepard,  25  Kan.  112,  holding  that  house  moved  upon  leased  real 
estate  by  tenants,  with  consent  of  landlord,  is  chattel  where  intention  of  both 
parties  that  it  remain  tenant's  property;  Rush  County  v.  Stubbs,  25  Kan.  322, 
holding  replevin  proper  action  to  recover  building  made  personalty  by  inten- 
tion of  parties;  McDaniel  v.  Lipp,  41  Neb.  713,  60  N.  W.  81,  holding  that  re- 
plevin may  be  maintained  for  building  which  as  between  parties  is  personalty: 
Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  v.  Hosier,  14  Or.  619,  68  A.  R.  321,  13  Pac.  300,  holding 
that  house  or  other  structure  erected  upon  land  only  for  exercise  of  trade  or 
mixed  purpose  of  trade  and  agriculture  belongs  to  tenant;  Eldridge  v.  Hoefer, 
45  Or.  239,  77  Pac.  874,  holding  that  tenant  who  has  been  wrongfully  ousted 
from  his  leased  land  may  re-enter  within  reasonable  time  and  remove  his  im- 
provements. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  35  A.  R.  346,  on  right  to  fixtures  as  between  vendor 
and  vendee  failing  to  comply  with  contract  of  purchase;  13  A.  S.  R.  572,  as  to 
whether  building  is  fixture  when  its  ownership  is  severed  from  the  land. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  435,  on  effect  upon  rights  of  owner  of  build- 
ing, or  of  interest  in  or  lien  thereon,  of  its  wrongful  removal  and  attachment 
to   land  of  third   person   without   former's  consent. 

27  AM.  REP.   183,  PAPE  v.  CAPITOIi  BANK,  20  KAN.  44  0. 
Rights  and  powers  of  corporations. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Goddard  v.  Topeka  Water  Co.  61  Kan.  547,  60  Pac.  337, 
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holding  New  Jersey  corporation  empowered  to  own  and  operate  property  any- 
where in  the  United  States  entitled  to  hold  property  and  franchises  of  Kan- 
sas corporation  purchased  upon  foreclosure. 
—  Of  banks  to  purchase  notes. 

Cited  in  Danforth  v.  National  Bank,  17  L.R.A.  622,  1  C.  C.  A.  62,  3  U.  S. 
App.  7,  48  Fed.  271,  1  Pa,  Dist.  R.  102,  29  W.  N.  C.  22,  holding  statute  prohibit- 
ing national  banks  from  discounting  negotiable  paper  at  more  than  lawful 
rate  of  interest  applicable  to  purchase  thereof;  Morris  v.  Third  Nat.  Bank,  73 
C.  C.  A.  211,  142  Fed.  26,  holding  that  bank  empowered  to  discount  promissory 
notes  has  power  to. purchase  notes  at  less  than  their  face  value;  Youngblood 
V.  Birmingham  Trust  &  Sav.  Co.  95  Ala.  521,  20  L.R.A.  58,  36  Am.  St.  Rep. 
245,  12  So.  579,  holding  advance  to  drawer  of  accepted  draft  by  payee  bank 
deducting  more  than  legal  interest,  is  within  statute  making  usurious  discounts 
unlawful;  Neilsville  Bank  v.  Tutliill,  4  Dak.  295,  30  N.  W.  154,  holding  that 
bank  authorized  to  discount  can  purchase  notes;  State  v.  German  Sav.  Bank, 
103  Md.  196,  63  Atl.  481,  holding  that  savings  bank  would  have  been  prohibited 
under  general  laws  from  discounting  commercial  paper  if  its  powers  had  not 
been  enlarged  by  legislature;  Prescott  Nat.  Bank  v.  Butler,  157  Mass.  548, 
32  N.  E.  909,  as  to  whether  national  bank's  power  to  discount  and  negotiate 
Includes  right  to  purchase  notes;  Salmon  Falls  Bank  v.  Leyser,  116  Mo  51, 
22  S.  W.  504,  holding  bank,  not  prohibited  by  its  charter,  authorized  to  purchase 
notes  at  legal  rates;  Anderson  v.  Cleburne  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  4  Tex.  App.  Civ. 
Cas.  (Willson)  249,  16  S.  W.  298,  holding  saving  and  loan  association,  advanc- 
ing money  upon  note,  from  which  interest  is  deducted  to  maturity,  engaged  in 
discounting  contrary  to  statute  and  its  transactions  ultra  vires. 

Cited  in  notes  in  36  A.  R.  363,  on  difference  between  discount  and  purchase 
of  note  by  bank;  46  A.  S.  R.  185,  on  usury  in  discounting  loans  by  national 
bank;  16  L.R.A.  224,  on  discount  of  bill  or  note  as  including  buying  and  sell- 
ing. 

What  banks  Included  in  constitutional  provision  relating  to  enactment 
of  banking  law. 

Cited  in  Blaker  v.  Hood,  53  Kan.  499,  24  L.R.A.  854,  36  Pac.  1115,  holding 
that  constitutional  limitation  as  to  banks  of  issue  does  not  prohibit  enactment 
of  provision  for  supervision  and  examination  of 'banks  of  deposit  and  discount; 
Fischer  v.  Moore,  69  Kan.  191,  76  Pac.  403;  State  ex  rel.  Gibson  v.  Monahan, 
72  Kan.  492,  115  A.  S.  R.  224,  84  Pac.  130,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  661,— to  point 
that  requirement  that  no  banking  law  shall  be  in  force  until  submitted  to  peo- 
ple applies  only  to  banks  of  issue;  Dearborn  v.  Northwestern  Sav.  Bank,  42 
Ohio  St.  617,  61  Am.  Rep.  851,  holding  act  authorizing  formation  of  savings 
hanks  not  in  conflict  with  provision  of  constitution  prohibiting  passage  of  act 
authorizing  incorporation  of  banking  institutions,  with  power  to  issue  currency; 
Allen  V.  Clayton,  63  Iowa,  11,  50  Am.  Rep.  716,  J8  N.  W.  6C3,  holding  that 
constitutional  provision  imposing  liability  upon  stcck-holders  of  banking  cor- 
porations only  applies  to  banks  issuing  currency  and  not  to  banks  of  discount 
and  deposit. 
Right  of  individual  to  engage  in  banking.     • 

Cited  in  State  v.  Scougal,  3  S.  D.  55,  15  L.R.A.  477,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  756, 
61  N.  W.  858,  holding,  act  prohibiting  persons  exercising  banking  powers  by 
receiving  deposits  and  discounting  notes,  without  incorporating,  unconstitutional. 
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Ril^lit  to  collaterally  attack  existence  and  character  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  Harris  v.  Independence  Gas  Co.  76  Kan.  750,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1171, 
holding  question  of  character  of  business  a  corporation  is  authorized  to  engage 
in  not  open  to  collateral  inquiry;  McCune  Min.  Co.  v.  Adams,  35  Kan.  193, 
10  Pac.  408,  holding  that  subscriber  to  stock  of  corporation  when  sued  for  in- 
stallment due,  can  not  attack  regularity  of  its  incorporation;  Alexandria,  A. 
&  Ft.  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Johnson,  58  Kan.  175,  48  Pac.  847,  holding  that  guarantor  of 
performance  of  contract  entered  into  by  one  corporation  with  and  for  benefit 
of  another,  executed  by  guarantee,  cannot  plead  ultra  vires. 

—  De  facto  corporations  generally. 

Cited  in  Lusk  v.  Riggs,  70  Neb.  713,  102  N.  W.  88,  holding  de  facto  corpora- 
tion not  subject  to  collateral  attack;  Society  Perun  v.  Cleveland,  43  Ohio  St. 
481,  3  N  E.  357,  holding  rights  and  property  acquired  by  de  facto  corporation, 
prior  to  ouster  by  state,  protected,  its  contracts  valid  and  its  powers  not  sub- 
ject to  collateral  attack;  Smith  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  170  Ind.  382, 
81  N.  E.  501,  holding  that  corporate  existence  of  consolidated  railroad  filing 
certificate  and  having  operated  roads  for  seventeen  years  cannot  be  attacked 
in  proceedings  by  it  to  condemn  lands;  Imperial  Bldg.  Co.  v.  Chicago  Open  Bd. 
of  Trade,  238  111.  100,  87  N.  E.  167,  holding  that  there  is  no  corporation  de 
facto  and  no  estoppel  to  deny  corporate  existence,  if  there  is  no  law  authorizing 
its  organization. 

Distinguished  in  American  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Minnesota  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  157 
111.  641,  42  N.  E.  153,  holding  de  facto  corporation  not  created,  when  no  law 
authorizes  such  incorporation,  its  bonds  void  and  its  legal  existence  and  powers 
to  contract  open  to  collateral  attack. 

—  De  facto  banks. 

Cited  in  Haas  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  41  Neb.  754,  60  N.  W.  85,  holding  that 
maker  of  note  sued  by  de  facto  bank  can  not  attack  its  existence;   State  v. 
Mason,  61   Kan.  102,  58  Pac.  978,  holding  that  officer  prosecuted  for  making 
false  entries  in  books  of  de  facto  bank  cannot  question  its  legal  existence. 
«-De  facto  municipal  corporations. 

Cited  in  Kansas  Town  &  Land  Co.  v.  Kensington,  6  Kan.  App.  247,  51  Pac 
804,  holding  existence  of  de  facto  city,  not  open  to  attack  in  proceedings  to 
enjoin  collection  of  taxes;  Re  Wintergreen  Alley,  1  Pa.  Dist.  R.  269,  11  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  126,  holding,  that  existence  of  de  facto  borough  attempting  to  open  alley 
eanuot  be  attacked  but  that  its  power  to  acquire  lands  must  be  established  by 
public  record  of  incorporation  by  decree  of  court;  Ritchie  v.  Mulvane,  39  Kan. 
241,  17  Pac.  830,  holding  that  purchaser  at  void  tax  sale  may  recover  from  owner 
taxes  levied  by  de  facto  school  district. 
What  Is  a  de  facto  corporation. 

Distinguished  in  Kaiser  v.  Lawrence  Sav.  Bank,  56  Iowa,  104,  41  Am.  Rep. 
«5,  8  N.  W.  772,  holding  that  filing  articles  of  incorporation  not  properly  executed 
does  not  create  a  de  facto  savings  bank  and  a  stockholder  therein  is  liable  to 
depositor;  McLennan  v.  Hopkins,  2  Kan.  App.  260,  41  Pac.  1061,  holding  de 
facto  corporation  not  affected  by  transaction  of  banking  business  as  a  corpora- 
tion without  executing  or  filing  articles. 
JLiability  of  de  facto  corporation. 

Cited  im  School  Dist.  No.  25  v.  State,  29  Kan.  57,  holding  fchool  district. 
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irregularly  organized  which  elected  oflBcers  and  maintained  school,  liable  as  a 

corporation  de  facto  upon  its  bonds. 

Wlien  pleadings  will  be  considered  on  appeal  as  amended. 

Cited  in  Grandstaflf  v.  Brown,  23  Kan.  167,  holding  slightly  defective  allega- 
tions in  petition  considered,  upon  appeal,  amended  by  subsequent  proceedings 
to  correspond  to  facts  litigated  and  proven;  Jung  v.  Liebert,  44  Kan.  304,  24 
Pac.  474,  holding  proceedings  considered  amended  to  correspond  to  facts  litigated 
and  proven  when  defendant's  substantial  rights  have  not  been  prejudiced;  State 
Bank  v.  Norduft,  2  Kan.  App.  55,  43  Pac.  312,  holding  pleadings  considered 
amended  to  correspond  to  facts  litigated  upon  objection  to  form  of  petition  in 
4ippellate  court;  Mulhall  v.  Mulhall,  3  Okla.  304,  41  Pac.  109,  considering  plead- 
ings amended  to  correspond  to  issues  fully  litigated;  El  Capitan  Land  &  Cattle 
Co.  V.  Lees,  13  N.  M.  407,  86  Pac.  924,  holding  that  misnomer  of  defendant  cor- 
poration in  foreign  judgment  is  no  defense  to  action  here,  where  complaint 
alleges  that  corporation  sued  is  same. 

Distinguished  in  Loper  v.  State,  48  Kan.  540,  29  Pac.  687,  reversing  judgment 
for  greater  amount  than  claimed  in  petition  when  objections  to  sufficiency  of 
allegations  were  overruled  and  defendant  had  no  opportunity  to  litigate  issues 
raised  by  amendment  proposed  upon  appeal. 

27  AM.  REP.  189,  STATE  EX  REIi.  MARTIN  v.  GILMORE,  20  KAN. 
551. 

Jurisdiction  of  courts  to  try  and  determine  contests  for  seats  In  legis- 
lature. 

Cited  in  Hughes  v.  Felton,  11  Colo.  489,  19  Pac.  444,  holding  that  courts  can- 
not interfere  with  exercise  by  legislature  of  its  power  to  judge  of  election  and 
qualification  of  its  members,  or  review  its  decision  in  reference  thereto;  Mills 
V.  Newell,  30  Colo.  377,  70  Pac.  405,  holding  power  of  legislature  to  judge  of 
election  and  qualification  of  its  members  exclusive;  Robertson  v.  State,  109  Ind. 
79,  10  N.  E.  582,  holding  that  General  Assembly  has  exclusive  jurisdiction  where 
election  of  Lieutenant-Governor  contested;  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Tomlin- 
son,  20  Kan.  692,  holding  that  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  determine  title  of 
one  to  seat  in  house  of  representatives;  Bingham  v.  Jewett,  66  N.  H.  382,  29 
Atl.  694,  holding  court  not  authorized  to  make  official  roll  that  will  determine 
question  of  membership  to  house  of  representatives;  Ellison  v.  Barnes,  23  Utah, 
383,  63  Pac.  899,  holding  that  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine 
contests  for  seats  in  legislature;  Re  Gunn,  50  Kan.  155,  19  L.R.A.  519,  32  Pac. 
948  (dissenting  opinion),  on  power  of  supreme  court  to  review  action  of  legis- 
lature: Holbrook  v.  Smedley,  79  Ohio  St.  391,  87  N.  E.  269,  16  A.  &  E.  Ann. 
Cas.  155,  holding  that  city  council  is  exclusive  judge  of  qualifications  of  mem- 
bers, but  court,  in  quo  warranto  proceedings,  may  determine  whether  facts 
constitute  disqualification. 

Cited  in  note  in  16  A.  S.  R.  220,  on  jurisdiction  of  law  courts  to  review 
proceedings  of  bodies  having  power  to  judge  of  the  election  and  qualifications 
of  their  members. 

Right  to  remove  speaker  of  house  of  representatives  by  impeachment. 

Cited  in  Re  Speakership,  15  Colo.  520,  11  L.R.A.  241,  25  Pac.  707,  holding 
speaker  of  house  of  representatives  not  removable  by  impeachment. 
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2  7  AM.  REP.  193,  STATE  v.  BUFFINGTON,  20  KAN.  599. 
When  communications  between  husband  and  wife  lose  privileged  char- 
acter. 

Cited  in  Lloyd  v.  Pennie,  50  Fed.  4,  holding  letters  between  husband  and  wife- 
in  hands  of  wife*8  administrator  after  both  are  dead  not  protected  as  privileged 
communications;  Jaquith  v.  Davidson,  21  Kan.  341,  holding  that  communications^ 
between  husband  and  wife  cannot  be  disclosed  by  them  upon  witness  stand, 
though  competent  if  obtained  from  other  source;  Van  Fleet  v.  Stout,  44  Kan.  523, 
24  Pac.  960,  holding  husband  competent  witness  in  case  brought  by  wife  as  exe- 
cutrix of  estate  of  deceased  person,  except  as  to  communications  made  by  one 
to  other  during  marriage;  State  v.  Gray,  55  Kan.  135,  39  Pac.  1050,  holding^ 
conversation  participated  in  by  husband  and  wife  and  third  person  not  privileged ; 
Eagon  v.  Eagon,  60  Kan.  697,  67  Pac.  942,  holding  that  husband  and  wife  can- 
not be  heard  in  court  concerning  communications  between  them  however  public 
they  may  be. 

Cited  in  note  in  15  L.R.A.  268,  on  loss  of  privilege  in  respect  to  written  con- 
^dential  communications  by  loss  of  their  possession  and  control. 
^Admissibility  of  letters  from  prisoner  to  his  wife. 

Cited  in  Hammons  v.  State,  73  Ark.  495,  108  A.  S.  R.  66,  68  L.R.A.  234,  84 
S.  W.  718,  3  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  912,  holding  incriminatory  letter  written  by  ac- 
cused to  wife  admissible  against  him  where  it  fell  into  hands  of  another  without 
wife's  connivance;  People  v.  Hayes,  140  N.  Y.  484,  37  A.  S.  R.  572,  23  L.R.A. 
830,  36  N.  E.  951,  9  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  24  (affirming  70  Hun,  111,  24  N.  Y. 
Supp.  194,  10  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  476),  holding  letter  written  by  husband  to  wife 
admissible  in  evidence  when  made  public  by  receiver  giving  it  to  third  person; 
Connella  v.  Territory,  16  Okla.  365,  86  Pac.  72,  holding  that  letters  from  hus- 
band to  wife  may  be  used  against  him  in  criminal  prosecution  when  in  custody 
of  third  person  called  by  prosocution;  State  v.  Mathers,  64  Vt.  101,  33  A.  S. 
R.  921,  15  L.R.A.  268,  23  Atl.  590,  holding  criminatory  letter  from  husband  to- 
wife  admissible  against  him  when  taken  from  daughter's  pocket  during  process 
of  delivery  and  handed  to  prosecutor;  State  v.  Nelson,  39  Wash.  221,  81  Pac. 
721,  holding  that  letter  of  paramour  to  her  husband  losses  its  character  as  priv- 
ileged communication  when  produced  by  state  officers  in  adultery  action  for  pur- 
poses of  impeachment;  Mahner  v.  Linck,  70  Mo.  App.  380,  holding  letter  from 
defendant  to  his  wife  inadmissible  when  offered  by  plaintiff  in  absence  of 
proof  that  he  did  not  get  possession  of  it  through  connivance  of  wife;  OToole 
V.  Ohio  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  159  Mich.  187,  24  L.R,A.(N.S.)  802,  123  N.  W.  795. 
holding  admissible  letters  written  by  wife,  charged  with  burning  property  to 
obtain  insurance,  to  husband  and  lost  by  him. 

Cited  in  note  in  29  A.  S.  R.  415,  on  letter  from  one  spouse  to  other  found  in 
possession  of  third  person  as  a  privileged  communication. 

Distinguished  in  Brown  v.  Brown,  53  Mo.  App.  453,  holding  letter  sent  by  wife 
to  daughter  to  be  delivered  to  husband  not  assumed  to  be  intended  for  daughter 
to  read,  and  not  admissible;  State  v.  Ulrich,  110  Mo.  350,  19  S.  \V.  656,  holding 
letters  written  by  defendant  in  bigamy  action  to  lawful  wife  inadmissible. 
Adiiiissibility  of  communication  from  attorney  to  client. 

Cited  in  Tays  v.  Carr,  37  Kan.  141,  14  Pac.  456,  holding  that  it  is  not  com- 
munication itself  from  attorney  to  client  that  is  incompetent. 
Effect  of  failure  of  judge  to  sign  Instructions. 

Cited   in  State   v.  Davis,  48  Kan.   1,   28   Pac.   1092,   holding   failure  of   trial 
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judge  to  sign  instructions  immaterial  where  paper  became  part  of  files,  and  no 

-one  requested  its  signing. 

Admissibility  of  evidence  wrongfully  obtained. 

Cited  in  notes  in  94  A.  S.  R.  345,  on  admissibility  of  evidence  against  accused 
obtained  by  search  or  seizure;  136  A.  S.  R.  141,  on  admissibility  of  evidence 
wrongfully  obtained. 

27  AM.  REP.  197,  ASHTON  v.  INGLE,  20  KAN.  670. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Arn  v.  Hoerseman,  27  Kan.  489. 
Necessity   of   owner   of   homestead    occupying   whole   building   or   tract 
claimed. 

Cited  in  Lenora  State  Bank  v.  Peak,  3  Kan.  App.  698,  44  Pac.  900,  holding 
that  dwelling-house  cannot  be  excluded  for  purpose  of  increasing  quantity  of 
land  to  be  exempted  elsewhere;  Mouriquand  v.  Hart,  22  Kan.  594,  31  A.  R.  200, 
holding  public  grist  mill  not  appurtenant  to  farm  and  no  part  of  homestead; 
Layson  v.  Grange,  48  Kan.  440,  29  Pac.  585,  holding  homestead  not  abandoned 
because  part  has  been  used  for  some  purpose  not  inconsistent  with  owner's 
homestead  interest;  Pitney  v.  Eldridge,  58  Kan.  215,  48  Pac.  854,  holding  home- 
stead not  abandoned  by  ten  years'  lease  given  of  part  for  nursery;  Linn  v. 
Ziegler,  68  Kan.  528,  75  Pac.  489,  holding  that  land  will  not  of  necessity  be- 
"Come  part  of  homestead  by  mere  fact  of  contiguity;  Lubbock  v.  McMann,  82  Cal. 
226,  16  A.  S.  R.  108,  22  Pac.  1145  (dissenting  opinion),  on  effect  of  addition  of 
second  dwelling  on  homestead  property;  Smith  v.  Guckenheimer,  42  Fla.  1,  27 
So.  900  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  owner  of  block  used  as  residence  and 
for  business  purposes  to  claim  whole  building  as  homestead. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  59  A.  S.  R.  193,  on  claim  of  homestead  on  two 
dwellings. 

Cited  in  notes  in  70  A.  D.  351,  on  extension  of  homestead  right  to  adjacent 
or  noncontiguous  premises;  87  A.  D.  280,  on  effect  upon  homestead  of  part  being 
used  for  business  or  rented. 

Distinguished  in  Morrissey  v.  Donohue,  32  Kan.  646,  5  Pac.  27,  holding  owner 
of  homestead  need  not  use  every  part  and  portion  thereof  as  long  as  whole  tract 
is  devoted  to  purpose  of  homestead. 

Necessity  of  acquiring   homestead   right  In   land   before  Judgment  Hen 
attaches. 

Cited  in  Peak  v.  Lenora  State  Bank,  58  Kan.  485,  49  Pac.  613,  holding  that 
character  must  attach  to  land  before  it  becomes  impressed  with  judgment  lien; 
EUinger  v.  Thomas,  64  Kan.  180,  67  Pac.  529,  holding  that  homestead  cannot 
be  acquired  on  land  to  prejudice  of  existing  judgment  lien;  Dwell ing-House  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Osborn,  1  Kan.  App.  197,  40  Pac.  1099,  holding  governing  status  of  prop- 
erty claimed  as  exempt  that  which  existed  at  time  deed  of  assignment  made; 
Gage  V.  Neblett,  57  Tex.  374,  holding  that  judgment  lien  takes  precedence  of 
subsequently  acquired  homestead  right. 
Construction  of  will  devising  *'home  place  where  I  now  live.'* 

Cited  in  McKeough  v.  McKeough,  69  Vt.  34,  37  Atl.  276,  holding  devise  of 
"my  home  place  where  I  now  live"  does  not  carry  other  tenant  houses  standing 
on  same  lot. 
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2  7  AM.  REP.  204,  U'EICHSELBAUM  v.  CURIiETT,  20  KAN.  709. 
Right  of  tenant  to  acquire  title  as  against  landlord. 

Cited  in  Chaffin  v.  Brockmeyer,  33  Mo.  App.  92,  holding  that  tenant  must  show 
that  his  landlord's  estate  has  expired  by  its  own  limitations  since  demise;  SheaflT 
V.  Husted,  60  Kan.  770,  57  Pac.  976,  holding  that  tenant  may  show  that  land- 
lord's title  has  terminated  by  sale  of  land  for  taxes;  Murann  v.  Hamilton,  82 
Kan.  528,  108  Pac.  822;  Smith  v.  Newman,  62  Kan.  318,  53  L.R.A.  934,  02  Pac. 
1011, — holding  that  tenant  under  no  obligation  to  pay  taxes  on  rented  land  may 
purchase  land  at  tax  sale  and  acquire  adverse  title  against  former  landlord; 
Shoup  V.  Central  Branch  Union  P.  R.  Co.  24  Kan.  647,  holding  one  relieved 
from  duty  to  pay  taxes  by  contract  not  debarred  from  acquiring  valid  tax  title  to 
premises  on  account  of  former  contract  of  purchase  which  he  has  surrendered. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  35  A.  R.  468,  on  tenant's  right  to  acquire  title 
adverse  to  absent  landlord  by  purchase  at  judicial  sale;  55  A.  R.  545,  on  power 
of  tenant  to  terminate  a  lease  by  purchasing  landlord's  title. 

Cited  in  notes  in  89  A.  S.  R.  84,  85,  on  acquisition  of  landlord's  title  by  ten- 
ant; 75  A.  S.  R.  242,  on  right  of  tenant  to  purchase  and  enforce  tax  title;  120 
A.  S.  R.  60,  on  acquisition  of  landlord's  title  as  defense  in  action  for  unlawful 
detainer;  53  L.R.A.  939,  on  right  of  tenant  to  acquire  title  derived  from  tax 
sale  during  tenancy  where  he  has  not  agreed  to  pay  the  tax;  21  L.  ed.  U.  S.  780; 
11  E.  R.  C.  77, — on  estoppel  of  tenant  to  deny  landlord's  title;  35  E.  R.  C.  305,  on 
right  of  tenant  to  purchase  landlord's  land  on  sale  against  latter. 

Distinguished  in  Keith  v.  Keith,  26  Kan.  26,  holding  that  one  in  possession  of 
land  enjoying  with  others  the  rents  and  profits  precluded  from  purchasing  tax 
title;  DuflStt  v.  Tuhan,  28  Kan.  292,  holding  that  occupant  of  premises  with 
consent  of  owner  without  any  agreement  to  pay  rent  or  taxes  cannot  divest  own- 
er of  property  by  purchase  at  tax  sale  for  taxes  levied  during  his  occupancy; 
Millikin  v.  Lockwood,  80  Kan.  600,  103  Pac.  124,  holding  that  tenant  cannot 
dispute  landlord's  title,  where  title  under  which  tenant  entered  has  not  expired. 
Duty  of  lessor  to  pay  taxes  where  lease  is  silent. 

Cited  in  Boston  Molasses  Co.  v.  Com.  393  Mass.  387,  79  N.  E.  827,  holding 
lessor  bound  to  pay  taxes  where  lease  silent  upon  subject. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  206,  STATE  EX  REL.  ATTY.  GEN.  ▼.  SEAY,  64  MO. 

89. 
Right  of  oflAcer  to  hold  over  until  successor  is  elected  and  qualifles. 

Cited  in  Re  Duval  County,  32  Fla.  138,  13  So.  705,  holding  that  right  of  former 
incumbents  to  continue  in  office  ceased  when  appointees  of  governor  qualified  and 
were  commissioned;  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Thomas,  102  Mo.  85,  34  S.  W. 
108,  holding  that  vacancy  in  office  of  marshal  exists  which  may  be  filled  in  man- 
ner prescribed  by  law,  when  former  incumbent  holds  over  after  expiration  of 
term;  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Smith,  152  Mo.  612,  47  L.R.A.  560,  54  S.  W.  221. 
holding  that  failure  to  elect  successor  at  regular  time  for  election  does  not 
create  vacancy;  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Lund,  167  Mo.  228,  66  S.  W.  1062,  holding 
resulting  inconvenience  from  ouster  before  successor  qualifies  no  defense  to 
ouster  proceeding  by  quo  warranto  against  officer;  State  ex  rel.  Bickford  v. 
Cocke,  54  Tex.  482,  holding  that  election,  failure  to  qualify,  resignation  of  newly 
olected  officer  and  appointment  of  his  successor  who  qualifies  ends  term  of  old 
incumbent  under  former  election;  Pratt  v.  Swan,  16  Utah,  483,  52  Pac.  1092, 
holding  that  municipal  officers  hold  over,  in  absence  of  any  restricting  provl- 
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sion  of  statute  until  successors  are  elected  and  qualified;  Johnson  v.  Mann,  77 
Va.  265,  holding  that  present  incumbent  of  city  oflBce  may  continue  to  discharge 
duties  of  office,  after  expiration  of  terra,  until  successor  has  qualified;  State  ex 
rel.  Richardson  v.  Henderson,  4  Wyo.  535,  22  L.R.A.  751,  35  Pac.  517,  holding 
that  expiration  of  official  term  creates  no  vacancy  unless  some  legal  successor 
appointed  or  elected  to  take  incumbent's  place;  Maddox  v.  York,  21  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  622,  54  S.  W.  24  (dissenting  opinion),  on  constitutional  right  of  sheriff 
to  hold  over  until  successor  duly  qualified. 

Distinguished  in  Johnson  v.  Couch,  1  Va.  Dec.  622,  holding  that  failure  of 
treasurer  elect  to  qualify  before  term  of  office  commenced  creates  vacancy. 
—  Where  officer  elect  dies  before  expiration  of  prior  Incumbent's  term. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Sweet  v.  Ward,  107  Cal.  236,  40  Pac.  538,  holding  that 
vacancy  arises  by  reason  of  death  of  district  attorney  elect  after  qualification 
which  exists  upon  expiration  of  incumbent's  term;  People  ex  rel.  Robinson  v. 
Boughton,  5  Colo.  487,  holding  that  vacancy  arises  by  reason  of  death  of  county 
judge  elect  after  qualification  which  exists  upon  expiration  of  incumbent's  term ; 
State  ex  rel.  Elliott  v.  Bemenderfer,  96  Ind.  374,  holding  that  death  of  county 
commissioner  elect  after  qualification  and  before  expiration  of  incumbent's  term 
does  not  revive  right  of  latter  to  hold  over;  Gosman  v.  State,  106  Ind.  203,  6 
N.  E.  349,  holding  county  clerk  ineligible  to  hold  over  after  serving  eight  con- 
secutive years  upon  death  of  person  elected  to  succeed  him  before  he  qualifies; 
State  ex  rel.  Johnson  v.  Albert,  65  Kan.  154,  40  Pac.  286,  holding  that  death 
of  judge  elect  after  qualification  and  before  expiration  of  incumbent's  term  doet^ 
not  revive  right  of  incumbent  to  hold  over;  Smith  v.  Moore,  90  Ind.  294  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  right  of  incumbent  of  office  to  hold  over  where  officer 
elect  dies  before  expiration  of  former's  term. 
Power  of  Governor  to  determine  when  vacancy  exists. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Carson  v.  Harrison,  113  Ind.  434,  3  A.  S.  R.  663,  16 
N.  E.  384,  holding  that  authority  to  fill  vacancies  confers  upon  governor  no 
judicial  power. 

Vote  declaring  vacancy  as  a  removal. 

Cited  in  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Andrews  v.  Remick,  73  N.  H.  25,  111  A.  S.  R,  594, 
58  Atl.  871,  holding  vote  by  council  declaring  vacancy  in  office  of  city  clerk  ope- 
rates as  removal  if  such  was  apparent  intention  of  council. 

Meaning  of  term  "vacancy." 

Cited  in  Monasli  v.  Rhodes,  11  Colo.  App.  404,  53  Pac.  236,  holding  that 
word  "vacancy"  relates  not  only  to  office  which  is  to  be  filled,  but  to  term  f'^r 
which  appointment  is  to  be  made;  Ballantyne  v.  Bower,  17  Wyo.  366,  99  Pac. 
869,  17  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  82,  holding  that  death  of  officer  elect  before  qualifying? 
does  not  cause  vacancy. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  L.R.A  858,  on  vacancy  in  office  by  death  of  person  (loctcil 
thareto  before  beginning  of  his  term. 

State  university  professor  as  a  public  officer. 

Cited  in  Hartigan  v.  West  Virginia  University,  49  W.  Va.  14,  38  S.  E.  698 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  necessity  of  due  process  of  law  in  removal  of  professor 
in  state  university. 
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2  7  AM.  REP.  214,  STATE  EX  REL.  BROWN  v.  BAKER,  64  MO.  107. 
Effect  of  princlpars  violation  of  asrreement  to  deliver  on  surety's  lia- 
bility. 

Cited  in  Wolff  v.  Schaeffer,  4  Mo.  App.  367,  holding  surety  not  released  from 
liability  by  fact  that  he  was  informed  by  principal  at  time  of  executing  bond  that 
it  would  be  signed  by  another  responsible  surety;  State  ex  rel.  Wright  v.  Modrel, 
69  Mo.  152,  holding  it  no  defense  to  surety  that  he  signed  executor's  bond  upon 
parol  promise  of  executor  to  procure  additional  sureties  and  furnish  indemnity 
.bond;  North  Atchison  Bank  v.  Gay,  114  Mo.  203,  21  S.  W.  479,  holding  surety 
signing  note  and  leaving  it  in  principaFs  possession  for  purpose  of  being  signed 
by  other  sureties  bound  by  delivery  of  note  in  violation  of  agreement. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  McGonigle,  101  Mo.  353,  20  A.  S.  R.  609,  8  L.R.A. 
735,  13  S.  W.  758,  holding  erasure  of  surety's  name  at  his  request  and  substi- 
tution of  another  before  approval  of  oflicial  bond,  without  consent  or  knowledge 
of  other  sureties  discharges  tbcni ;  Guy  v.  Murphy  134  Mo.  98,  56  A.  S.  R.  496, 
34  S.  W.  1091,  holding  that  failure  of  principal  to  sign  bond  releases  sureties. 
Effect  of  forgery  of  name  of  one  surety  on  liability  of  another. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Boyd,  8  App.  D.  C.  440,  holding  that  forgery  of 
name  of  one  surety  on  bond  will  not  discharge  co-surety,  whose  name  follows  that 
of  first  surety,  from  liability  on  bond;  Stern  v.  People,  102  III.  540,  holding 
fact  that  name  of  one  surety  to  official  bond  has  been  forged  no  defense  for 
surety  subsequently  executing  bond  in  ignorance  of  forgery;  State  ex  rel.  Hewitt 
v.  Hewitt,  72  Mo.  603,  holding  fact  that  name  of  one  surety  to  guardian's  bond 
has  been  forged  no  defense  for  surety  subsequently  executing  bond  unless  officers 
of  court  or  beneficiaries  had  notice  of  falsity  of  representation;  Sullivan  v.  Wil- 
liams, 43  S.  C.  489,  21  S.  E.  642,  holding  that  forgery  of  names  of  some  of  obli- 
gors on  bond  no  defense  for  surety  executing  bond  who  leaves  it  with  obligors 
signing,  to  procure  signature  of  others. 

Cited  in  notes  in  90  A.  S.  R.  204,  on  liability  of  sureties  on  forged  official 
bond;  49  L.R.A.  318;  130  Am.  St.  R.  931;  8  A.  S.  R.  247, — on  liability  of  surety 
when  name  of  principal  or  other  surety  is  forged. 

Effect  of  erroneous  publication  of  bank's  solvency  by  Governor  on  surety's 
liability. 

Cited  in  Mathis  v.  Morgan,  22  Ga.  517,  53  A.  R.  847,  holding  fact  that  bank 
IS  published  by  governor  as  being  solvent  no  defense  for  surety  on  bond  of  bank  as 
state  depository. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  215,  RITTENHOUSE  v.  AMMERMAN,  64  MO.  197. 
Rights  and  liabilities  of  administrator. 

Cited  in  Richardson  v.  Palmer,  24  Mo.  App.  480,  holding  that  administrator 
cannot  create  new  obligation  so  as  to  bind  estate;  Crowley  v.  McCrary,  45  Mo. 
App.  350,  holding  that  administrator  could  not  bind  estate  by  executing  note  to 
widow  and  that  plaintiff  was  his  surety  and  not  that  of  estate;  Brooks  v. 
Mastin,  69  Mo.  58,  holding  administrator  de  bonis  non  not  entitled  to  recover 
assets  of  estate  without  showing  that  it  has  not  been  paid  to  first  administrator; 
Curtis  V.  National  Bank,  39  Ohio  St.  579,  holding  that  administrator  has  no 
power  to  bind  estate  by  note  given  by  him  as  administrator. 

Cited  in  note  in  52  A.  S.  R.  121,  on  estate's  liability  at  law  for  executor's  and 
administrator's  contracts. 

Distinguished  in  Payne  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  43  Mo.  App.  377,  holding  words 
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usually  used  as  descriptio  personae  sufficient  to  put  purchaser  of  note  on  inquiry 
as  to  limitations  of  payee's  power  to  pledge  when  negotiation  of  instrument  by 
trustee  involved  and  instrument  shows  upon  its  face  beneficial  interest  of  an- 
other. 

^  Right  to  sue  in  his  own  name. 

Cited  in  Wolf  v.  Sun  Ins.  Co.  75  Mo.  App.  306,  holding  that  foreign  admin- 
istrator may  sue  on  contract  made  by  himself  in  his  own  name;  Yeakle  v. 
Priest,  61  Mo.  App.  47,  holding  that  promisee  of  personal  representative  in  con- 
tract made  upon  consideration  arising  after  intestate's  death,  can  bring  no 
action  at  law  to  enforce  judgment  against  assets  of  intestate's  estate;  Tittman 
V.  Thornton,  107  Mo.  600,  16  L.R.A.  410,  17  S.  W.  979,  holding  that  foreign  ad- 
ministrator who  has  recovered  judgment  as  administrator  may  sue  upon  same 
here  in  his  individual  capacity. 

2  7    AM.   REP.   218,   B:X   PARTE  JILZ,    64   MO.    205. 

Applicability  of  doctrine  res  judicata  to  habeas  corpus  proceedings. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Chung  Shee,  71' Fed.  277,  holding  judgment  of  Fed- 
eral court  discharging  on  habeas  corpus  immigrant  from  detention  on  board 
vessel  conclusive  of  her  right  to  land;  Carruth  v.  Taylor,  8  N.  D.  160,  77  N. 
\V.  017,  holding  final  order  in  habeas  corpus  not  appealable  order;  People  v. 
Fairman,  59  Mich.  568,  26  N.  W.  769,  holding  order  discharging  prisoner  on 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  final  and  conclusive;  Re  McDonald,  19  Mo.  App.  370, 
holding  no  right  of  appeal  from  judgments  of  court  of  appeals  rendered  on  peti* 
tion  for  writ  of  habeas  corpus;  Ex  parte  Boenninghausen,  21  Mo.  App.  267, 
holding  order  discharging  prisoner  on  writ  of  habeas  corpus  final  adjudication 
in  his  favor  in  particular  case;  State  ex  rel.  Hiett  v.  Simmons,  112  Mo.  App. 
535,  87  S.  W.  35,  holding  no  right  to  review  decree  of  county  judge  discharging 
prisoner  on  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  appellate  court  on  writ  of  certiorari;  Weir 
V.  Marley,  99  Mo.  484,  6  L.R.A.  672,  14  S.  W.  798,'holding  that  doctrine  of  res 
judicata  applies  to  judgment  discharging  prisoner  in  absence  of  new  state  of 
facts  warranting  his  restraint;  State  ex  rel.  Herriford  v.  McKee,  150  Mo.  233, 
51  S.  W.  421;  State  v.  Wear,  145  Mo.  102,  46  S.  W.  1099,— holding  discharge 
of  prisoner  under  indictment  by  court  having  jurisdiction  conclusive;  Re  Clark, 
208  Mo.  121,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  389,  106  S.  W.  990,  holding  refusal  by  court  of 
appeals  to  discharge  prisoner  on  habeas  corpus  no  ground  for  like  denial  by 
supreme  court;  State  ex  rel.  Whiteside  v.  First  Judicial  Dist.  Ct.  24  Mont. 
539,  63  Pac.  395,  holding  order  releasing  prisoner  upon  hearing  of  habeas  corpus 
conclusive  for  all  purposes  ufvon  application;  People  ex  rel.  Young  v.  Stout, 
10  Misc.  247,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  421,  holding  that  supreme  court  has  no  power  to 
stay  proceedings  upon  final  order  discharging  prisoner  in  habeas  corpus  proceed- 
ings pending  appeal  from  order;  Re  Clasby,  3  Utah,  183,  1  Pac.  852,  holding 
no  right  of  appeal  from  order  discharging  person  upon  hearing  of  habeas  corpus ; 
State  ex  rel.  Durner  v.  Huegin,  310  Wis.  189,  62  L.R.A.  700,  85  N.  W.  1046, 
holding  that  doctrine  of  res  adjudicata  has  now  same  applicability  to  habeas 
corpus  proceedings  as  to  other  suits;  Ex  parte  Lucas,  160  Mo.  218,  61  S.  W. 
218  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  to  appeal  from  decision  of  court  on  application 
for  writ  of  habeas  corpus;  United  States  v.  Chung  Shee,  22  C.  C.  A.  639,  44  U. 
8.  App.  751,  76  Fed.  951,  holding  that  judgment  discharging  on  habeas  corpus 
Chinese  immigrant  is  conclusive  on  right  of  entry;  Ex  parte  Johnson,  1  Okla. 
Crim.  Rep.  414,  98  Pac.  461,  holding  that  order  of  district  judge  remanding 
Am.  Rep.  Vol.  XVI.— 61 
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prisoner  on  habeas  corpus  does  not  preclude  him  from  applying  to  criminal  court 
of  appeals  for  habeas  corpus. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  55  A.  S.  R.  437 ;  89  A.  S.  R.  472, — on  conclusiveness 
of  discharge  on  habeas  corpus;  98  A.  S.  R.  971,  on  reviewability  by  error  proceed- 
ings of  decisions  in  habeas  corpus. 

Cited  in  note  in  66  L.R.A.  644,  on  effect  of.  discharge  of  accused  for  delay  o£ 
prosecution. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Schierhoff,  103  Mo.  47,  15  S.  W.  161,  holding  that 
discharge  under  habeas  corpus  only  operates  as  res  adjudicata  where  second 
process  for  same  offense  and  under  same  judgment  as  first. 

Disapproved  in  Re  Begerow,  136  Cal.  293,  66  L.R.A.  528,  68  Pac.  773,  holding 
discharge  of  prisoner  upon  habeas  corpus  no  bar  to  future  prosecution  for  same 
offense. 
Conclusiveness  of  order  fixing  bail  after  indictment. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Augustine,  33  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  1,  47  A.  S.  R,  17,  23  S.  W. 
689,  holding  granting  of  bail  after  indictment  found  final. 

Right  of  court  to  correct  unlawful  sentence  on  application  for  writ  of 
habeas  corpus. 

Cited  in  Babb  v.  Bruere,  23  Mo.  App.  604,  to  point  that  judgment  void  where 
prisoner  unlawfully  sentenced  and  entitles  him  to  be  released  on  habeas  corpus; 

Ex  parte  Bethurum,  66  Mo.  545,  holding  act  providing  for  correction  of  judg- 
ments in  criminal  cases  on  application  made  by  habeas  corpus  for  release  of 
prisoner  unlawfully  sentenced,  valid. 

Cited  in  notes  in  22  A.  S.  R.  423,  on  power  of  court  to  issue  writ  of  habea» 
corpus  to  consider  jurisdiction  of  superior  court;  45  L.R.A.  144,  on  discharge 
of  prisoner  on  habeas  corpus  where  sentence  is  excessive. 

Criticised  in  Re  White,  13  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  251,  holding  that  no  court  or 
judge  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiiction  has  power  to  interfere  with  execution  of  sen- 
tence of  court  having  jurisdiction  of  offense  and  accused  and  power  to  commit 
to  work-house. 

2  7   AM.  REP.   226,   TURNER  t.  BAKER,   64   MO.   218,   ReafBrnied  on 

later  appeal  in  67  Mo.  848. 
Validity  of  parol  agreement  establishing  boundary  line. 

Cited  in  Liddon  v.  Hodnett,  22  Fla.  442,  holding  intent  to  claim  title  up  to 
line  indispensable  element  of  adverse  holding;  Watrous  v.  Morrison,  33  Fla. 
201,  39  A.  S.  R.  139,  14  So.  805,  holding  that  acquiescence  and  recognition  by 
both  parties  to  agreed  boundary  followed  by  actual  occupation  binds  them  and 
tlieir  privies;  Burns  v.  Martin,  45  Mich.  22,  7  N.  W.  219,  holding  that  agreed 
division  line  acquiesced  in  and  recognized  by  constant  occupany  for  more  than 
twenty  years  cannot  be  clianged  without  writing;  Brummell  v.  Harris,  148  Mo. 
430,  50  S.  W.  93,  holding  agreed  boundary  line  between  adjoining  owners  as 
binding  as  one  declared  in  deed;  Brummell  v.  Harris,  162  Mo.  397,  63  S.  W. 
407,  holding  that  agreed  boundary  line  to  be  binding  must  not  be  shifted  from 
time  to  time;  Barnes  v.  Allison,  166  Mo.  96,  65  S.  W.  781,  holding  that  statute 
of  frauds  does  not  apply  to  case  of  agreed  boundary  line  where  actual  line  un« 
certain,  and  agreed  line  acquiesced  in  and  recognized  by  improvements;  Acton 
V.  Dooley,  74  Mo.  63  (reversing  6  Mo.  App.  323) ;  Lennox  v.  Hendricks,  11  Or. 
33,  4  Pac.  515, — holding  agreements  as  to  boundary  lines  based  upon  fact  that 
true  line  is  in  dispute  and  to  some  extent  undefined  and  unknown;  Sheldon  v. 
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Atkison,  38  Kan.  14,  16  Pac.  68;  O'Donnell  v.  Penney,  17  R.  I.  164,  20  Atl. 
305, — holding  that  recognition  and  acquiescence  by  both  parties  to  agreed  bound- 
ary for  period  equal  to  that  of  statute  of  limitation  precludes  denial  of  line 
being  true  boundary;  Evans  v.  Kunze,  128  Mo.  670,  31  S.  W.  123;  Ernsting 
V.  Gleason,  137  Mo.  694,  39  S.  W.  70;  Schwartzer  v.  Gebhardt,  157  Mo.  99,  67  S. 
W.  782;  Pickett  v.  Nelson,  71  Wis.  542,  37  N.  W.  836,— holding  informal  agree- 
ment between  adjoining  owners  locating  unascertained  boundary,  binding  upon 
partner  and  privies,  where  acquiesced  in  for  long  period  and  recognized  by  pos- 
session and  improvements;  Wade  v.  McDougle,  69  W.  Va.  113,  52  S.  E.  1026, 
holding  validity  of  oral  agreement  to  fix  boundary  depends  upon  doubt  and  un- 
certainty as  to  true  place  of  line;  Orr  v.  Cox,  61  W.  Va.  361,  56  S.  E.  522, 
holding  that  disputed  boundary  between  two  adjoining  proprietors  may  be  settled 
by  parol  agreement,  when  same  is  accompanied  by  possession;  Bell  v.  Jamison, 
102  Mo.  71,  14  S.  W.  714,  on  proper  instructions  in  case  of  controversy  over 
alleged  agreed  boundary  line. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  35  A.  D.  374;  27  A.  D.  122, — on  settlement  of  dis- 
puted boundary  by  express  or  implied  agreement;  11  A.  S.  R.  592,  on  establish- 
ment of  boundaries  by  parol  agreement  or  acquiescence;  102  A.  S.  R.  416,  on 
estoppel  by  long  acquiescence  in  boundary  line. 

Cited  in  notes  in  13  A.  D.  224,  225,  on  validity  and  effect  of  establishment  of 
boundaries  by  parol;  38  A.  R.  316,  on  mistake  as  defense  to  claim  of  estoppel 
in  regard  to  boundary  line;  11  E.  R.  C.  232;  42  A.  R.  767, — on  practical  location 
of  boundaries;  102  A.  S.  R.  246,  on  boundary  adjustments  and  settlements  with- 
in statute  of  frauds;  110  A.  S.  R.  685,  on  conclusiveness  of  practical  location 
of  boundary  by  acquiescence  in  fixed  line;  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  611,  on  effect  of 
compromise  agreement  locating  division  line  at  place  known  not  to  be  the  true 
boundary. 

Distinguished  in  Foard  v.  McAnnelly,  215  Mo.  371,  114  S.  W.  990;  Jacobs  v. 
Moseley,  91  Mo.  457,  4  S.  W.  135;  Schad  v.  Sharp,  95  Mo.  573,  8  S.  W.  549,  hold- 
ing  adjoining  owners  of  real  estate  divided  by  fence  supposed  to  be-«on  true  line 
not  bound  by  supposed  line  when  true  line  ascertained. 
Constructive  possession  of  unoccupied  land. 

Cited  in  Benne  v.  Miller,  149  Mo.  228,  50  S.  W.  824,  holding  constructive  pos- 
session  of  unoccupied  land  in  owner  of  true  title;  Sell  v.  McAnaw,  158  Mo.  466, 
59  S.  W.  1003,  holding  that  legal  title  of  true  owner  of  unoccupied  realty  draws 
possession  with  it  until  actual  adverse  possession  commences. 
Right  of  one  encouraging  purchase  of  adverse  title  to  deny  vendee's 
Utle. 

Cited  in  Longworth  v.  Aslin,  106  Mo.  155,  17  S.  W.  294,  holding  one  who  ad- 
vises and  encourages  another  to  buy  adverse  title  to  land  estopped  to  deny  ven- 
dee's title. 
Right  to  mafntain  ejectment  on  mere  equitable  title. 

Cited  in  Abies  v.  Webb,  186  Mo.  233,  105  A.  S.  R.  610,  85  S.  W.  383,  holding 
that  one  will  not  be  allowed  to  recover  in  ejectment  on  mere  equitable  title. 

Admissibility  of  pleading  as  evidence  in  other  cases. 

Cited  in  Murphy  v.  St.  Louis  Type  Foundry,  29  Mo.  App.  541,  holding  aban- 
doned answer,  filed  in  case  other  than  one  on  trial  competent  evidence  of  admis- 
sions made  by  party  who  filed  it;  Snyder  v.  Chicago,  S.  F.  &  C.  R.  Co.  112  Mo. 
527,  20  S.  W.  885,  holding  pleadings  filed  by  party  in  another  cause  admissible 
in  evidence  as  admissions  where  thev  are  material. 
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27   AM.  REP.  244,   STATE  EX  REL.  BILLINGSLEY  t.  SPENCER,   64 

Bfo.    855. 
Ri^ht  to  exemption  In  partnership  property. 

Cited  in  Porch  ▼.  Arkansas  Mill.  Co.  65  Ark.  40,  67  A.  S.  R.  895,  45  S.  W.  51 ; 
Cowan  V.  Their  Creditors,  77  Cal.  403,  11  A.  S.  R.  294,  19  Pac.  755;  State  ex 
lel.  Peck  V.  Bowden,  18  Fla.  17;  Love  v.  Blair,  72  Ind.  281;  Baker  v.  Sheeban, 
LD  Minn.  235,  12  N.  W.  704;  Weinrich  v.  Koelling,  21  Mo.  App.  133;  SUte  ex 
rel.  Hinde  v.  United  States  Fidelity  &  G.  Co.  135  Mo.  App.  160,  115  S.  W.  1081; 
J  '..ite  ex  rel.  Fulks  v.  Pruitt,  65  Mo.  App.  154, — holding  that  exemption  law 
tlocs  not  extend  to  partnership  property. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  28  A.  R.  723,  on  exemption  from  execution  of  part- 
nership assets;  29  A.  R.  380,  on  right  of  partner  to  claim  exemption  in  part- 
nership property  after  levy  of  execution;  1  A.  S.  R.  593,  on  partners'  right  to 
claim  benefit  of  exemption  law  as  to  partnership  property;  17  A.  S.  R.  473,  on 
right  of  partners  to  claim  exemption  from  execution  of  partnership  assets; 
67  A.  S.  R.  900;   11  A.  S.  R.  297,^-on  exemptions  of  partnership  property. 

Cited  in  notes  in  61  A.  D.  592,  on  partnership  as  head  of  family;  1  A.  S.  R. 
594,  on  exemption  from  execution  of  property  of  partners  and  cotenants,  in- 
cluding both  personal  and  homestead  exemptions;  70  A.  S.  R  115,  on  right  of 
partnership  to  homestead  as  head  of  family. 

Distinguished  in  Bates  v.  Callender,  3  Dak.  256,  16  N.  W.  506,  holding  that 
partners  of  dissolved  insolvent  partnership  may  claim  exemptions  when  disso- 
lution and  division  of  assets  accomplished  without  actual  fraud;  Hartzler  v. 
Tootle.  85  Mo.  23,  holding  partner  entitled  to  claim  homestead  exempt  from 
execution  where  it  never  belonged  to  partnership. 
Right  of  cotenant  to  homestead  in  realty  held  in  cotenancy. 

Cited  in  Lindley  v.  Davis,  7  Mont.  20G,  14  Pac.  717    (dissenting  opinion),  on 
right  of  cotenant  to  homestead  in  realty  held  in  cotenancy. 
Right  of  widow  to  allowance  out  of  partnership  assets. 

Cited  in  Julian  v.  Wrightsman,  73  Mo.  569,  holding  widow  of  deceased  party 
not  entitled  to   draw  anything  from   partnership   estate   until   all   partnership 
debts  paid. 
Rights  of  firm  creditors  in  partnership  assets. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Brenneisen,  97  Mo.  145,  10  S.  W.  884,  holding 
attached  partnership  property  subject  to  payment  of  firm  debts  in  preference 
to  individual  debt  of  one  of  partners. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  250,  VERNON  COUNTY  v.  STEWART,  64  MO.  408. 
KfTect  of  part  payment  on  running  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  Beck  v.  Haas,  31  Mo.  App.  180,  holding  that  part  payment  will  take 
demand  out  of  statute  of  limitations;  Bender  v.  Markle,  37  Mo.  App.  234,  hold- 
ing payment  on  note  by  one  authorized  to  make  it  sufficient  to  prevent  running 
of  statute  of  limitations. 

Distinguished  in  Leach  v.  Asher,  20  Mo.  App.  656,  holding  part  payment  by 
trustee  from  proceeds  of  trustee's  sale,  of  part  of  debt  secured  by  deed  of  trust 
cannot  have  effect  of  arresting  running  of  statute  in  favor  of  debtor. 
-—  By  one  joint  maker. 

Cited  in  Harris  v.  Odeal,  39  Mo.  App.  270,  holding  that  partner  after  dissolu* 
tion  may  extend  life  of  living  obligation  of  partnership  as  to  his  copartners. 
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Cited  in  note  in  10  A.  D.  697,  on  effect  of  part  payment  by  joint  debtor  on 
running  of  statute  of  limitations. 

Distinguished  in  Loeffel  v.  Hoss,  11  Mo.  App.  133,  holding  indorsement  of 
credit  on  account  by  one  party  without  privity  of  other  will  not  take  demand 
out  of  statute  of  limitations. 

—  By  administrator  of  one  joint  maker. 

Cited  in  Zervis  v.  Unnerstall,  29  Mo.  App.  474,  holding  part  payment  on 
promissory  note  by  administrator  of  deceased  joint  maker  will  prevent  running 
of  statute  in  favor  of  other  maker  on  residue. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  58  A.  R.  749,  on  effect  of  payment  by  administrator 
or  executor  upon  debt  barred  by  statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  note  in  65  A.  8.  R.  692,  on  executors  and  administrators  as  joint 
debtors. 

—  Effect  of  payments  by  maker  as  to  indorser. 

Distinguished  in  Maddox  v.  Duncan,  143  Mo.  613,  65  A.  S.  R.  678,  41  L.RJV. 
581,  45  S.  W.  688  (reversing  62  Mo.  App.  474),  holding  payments  on  promissory 
note  by  maker  so  as  to  prevent  plea  of  statute  of  limitations  by  him  will  not 
arrest  running  of  statute  in  favor  of  indorser. 

^Effect  of  partial  payment  by  principal  as  to  surety. 

Distinguished  in  Regan  v.  Williams,  185  Mo.  620,  105  A.  S.  R.  600,  84  S.  W. 
959  (affirming  88  Mo.  App.  577),  holding  payment  of  interest  by  vendee  assum- 
ing mortgage,  while  note  is  yet  alive  will  not  stop  running  of  statute  of  limita- 
tions as  to  vendor. 

27   AM.   REP.    258,   STATE  EX  REL.   NORTON   v.   liUPTON,    64    3IO. 

415. 
Right  to  jury  trial. 

Cited  in  Montgomery  &  F.  R.  Co.  v.  McKenzie,  85  Ala.  546,  holding  mere  change 
in  forms  of  action  no  justification  for  submission  of  common  law  rights  to  tri- 
bunal in  which  no  jury  is  allowed  as  matter  of  right;  State  ex  rel.  Cates  v. 
Standard  Oil  Co.  120  Tenn.  86,  110  S.  W.  565,  holding  that  defendant  is  entitled 
to  jury  trial  in  suit  by  attorney  general  to  forfeit  franchise  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  note  in  41  L.  ed.  U.  S.  115,  on  constitutional  right  oT  trial  by  jury 
and  its  extent. 

^  In  quo  warranto  proceeding. 

Cited  in  Freeman  v.  State,  72  Ga.  812,  holding  act  instituting  form  of  pro- 
ceeding for  contesting  elections  and  depriving  party  claiming  public  office  by 
popular  election  of  trial  by  jury  on  disputed  facts,  constitutional;  Wheeler  v. 
Caldwell,  68  Kan.  776,  75  Pac.  1031,  holding  jury  trial  not  demandable  as  mat- 
ter of  right  in  proceeding  in  quo  warranto;  State  ex  rel.  Mullen  v.  Dohercy,  10 
Wash.  382,  58  A.  8.  R.  39,  47  Pac.  958,  holding  constitutional  right  to  trial  by 
jury  inapplicable  in  proceedings  to  try  riglit  to  public  office. 

Cited  in  notes  in  30  A.  D.  52;  48  A.  D.  100;  3  L.R.A.  511;  24  L.R.A.  807,— 
on  right  to  jury  in  quo  warranto  proceed in*ri?. 

Disapproved  in  Buckman  v.  State,  34  Fla.  48,  24  L.R.A.  806.  15  So.  007,  hold- 
ing right  to  trial  by  jury  on  issues  purely  of  fact  arising  in  proceeding  by  infor- 
mation in  nature  of  quo  warranto  guaranteed  by  Constitution;  People  ex  rel. 
Gorman  v.  Havird,  2  Idaho,  531,  10  L.R.A.  831,  25  Pac.  294,  holding  that  par- 
ties to  quo  warranto  proceedings  to  try  title  to  office  have  right  to  trial  by  jury; 
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Reynolds  v.  State,  61  Ind.  392,  holding  either  party  to  proceeding  in  quo  war- 
ranto entitled,  as  of  right,  to  demand  trial  by  jury. 
Nature  of  proceeding  in  quo  warranto. 

Cited  in  State  ex  reL  Fox  v.  Alt,  26  Mo.  App.  673,  holding  action  of  quo 
warranto  one  at  law. 

Cited  in  note  in  30  A.  D.  47,  on  quo  warranto  for  usurpation  of  office. 
Right  of  mayor  to  hear  and  determine  charges  against  officer  preferred 
by  himself. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Heimburger  v.  Wells,  210  Mo.  601,  109  S.  W.  768,  holding 
mayor  not  disqualified  from  hearing  and  determining  charges  against  officer  by 
fact  that  they  were  preferred  by  his  secretary  or  himself. 

Presumption  as  to  regularity  of  procedure  in  removal  of  marshal   by 
mayor. 

Cited  in  Andrews  v.  King,  77  Me.  224,  holding  no  intendments  indulged  as  to 
regularity  of  procedure  of  mayor  and  aldermen  in  removal  of  city  marshal. 

27   AM.   REP.   255,  LILIilS  v.  ST.   LOUIS,  K.  C.  &  N.  R.  CO.   64  MO. 

464. 
Iviability  of  passenger  carrier. 

Cited  in  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  3  Okla.  41,  41  Pac.  641,  deny- 
ing liability  for  injuries  to  one  riding  in  box  car  of  freight  train  by  direction  of 
brakeman  receiving  reduced  fare. 
—  For  ejection  of  passenger  generally. 

Cited  in  Southern  Kansas  R.  Co.  v.  Sanford,  45  Kan,  372,  11  L.R.A.  432,  26 
Pac.  891,  denying  liability  for  injuries  of  one  without  ticket  and  declining  to 
pay  fare,  from  expulsion  from  slow  moving  train. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  546,  on  right  of  railroad  company  to 
expel  passenger  except  at  regular  station. 

Cited  in  notes  in  41  A.  D.  478,  on  ejectment  of  passengers  for  not  showing 
or  surrendering  ticket  or  paying  fare;  5  L.R.A.  820,  on  right  to  remove  tres- 
passer from  train;  11  L.R.A.  432,  on  place  where  passenger  may  be  ejected 
from  train. 

Distinguished  in  Cross  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  66  Mo.  App.  664, 
holding  railroad  liable  for  ejecting  passenger  from  freight  train  unable  to  obtain 
ticket  and  offering  fare;  Brown  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  66  Mo.  688,  sustain- 
ing right  to  recover  for  injuries  against  railroad  by  one,  having  permit,  pushed 
by  conductor  from  step  of  moving  train. 
~  For  ejection  of  passenger  with  expired  or  improper  ticket. 

Cited  in  Grogan  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  39  W.  Va.  415,  19  S.  E.  563 ;  Rudy 
V.  Rio  Grande  Western  R.  Co.  8  Utah,  165,  30  Pac.  366,  denying  carrier's  liability 
for  expulsion,  in  untenanted  place,  of  one  refusing  to  pay  fare  upon  rejection 
of  expired-time  ticket;  Hanlon  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  109  Iowa,  136,  80  N.  W.  223, 
denying  liability  for  ejection  of  one  tendering  limited  one-day  ticket  on  day 
after  sale;  Wyman  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  34  Minn.  210,  25  N.  W.  349,  denying 
liability  for  ejecting  one  declining  to  pay  fare  on  rejection  of  void  return 
ticket;  Moore  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  41  \V.  Va.  160,  23  S.  E.  539,  denying  liability 
for  ejecting  passenger  refusing  to  pay  fare  on  rejection  of  fraudulently  obtained 
mileage  ticket;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Gants,  38  Kan.  608,  6  Am.  St  Rep. 
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780,  17  Pac.  54,  denying  recovery  for  forceable  expulsion  of  one  with  ticket  for 

unscheduled  destination  and  refusing  to  pay  fare. 

~  For  ejection  of  woman  of  bad  reputation  from  ladies  car. 

Distinguished  in  Brown  v.  Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co.  7  Fed.  51,  denying  right  of 
railroad  to  remove  well-behaved  colored  woman  of  bad  reputation  from  ladies' 
car. 

—  For  loss  of  baggage. 

Distinguished  in  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Nichol|ii,  4  Ind.  App.  119, 
51  Am.  St.  Rep.  206,  30  N.  E.  424,  holding  carrier  liable  for  loss  of  baggage 
amounting  to  more  than  specified  limited  liability,  agreed  to  on  ticket. 
^— For  failure  to  redeem  ticket. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.. Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  1  Pa.  Dist.  R.  322,  refusing  to  compel 
redemjition  of  unused  part  of  reduced  price  commutation  tickets. 
When  time  limit  in  ticket  is  part  of  contract  of  carriage. 

Cited  in  Freeman  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  71  Kan.  327,  80  Pac.  592,  0 
A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  118,  holding  condition  plainly  expressed  on  ticket  that  it  is 
good  for  "one  continuous  passage  commencing  within  one  day  from  date  on  back 
hereof"  binding  on  purchaser;  Smith  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
55.5,  holding  that  purchaser  of  commutation  ticket  cannot  use  unused  portion, 
after  end  of  month  for  which  it  was  issued;  Randolph  v.  Quincy,  0.  &  K.  C.  R. 
Co.  129  Mo.  App.  1,  107  S.  W.  1029,  holding  drover  not  entitled  to  ride  on  pass 
''^good  only  for  continuous  train  passage  commencing  on  date  punched  in  margin," 
after  that  date. 

C  ited  in  reference  note  in  4  A.  S.  R.  542,  on  construction  of  notices  and  condi- 
tions in  passage  tickets. 

Cited  in  notes  in  41  A.  D.  479,  on  validity  of  rules  limiting  time  in  which 
ticket  is  to  be  used  and  as  to  "stop-over"  tickets;  24  A.  R.  22,  on  effect  of  limita- 
tion as  to  time  in  railroad  ticket. 
Who  are  passengers. 

Cited  in  Beck  v.  Quincy,  0.  A  K.  C.  R.  Co.  129  Mo.  App.  7,  108  S.  W.  132; 
Gates  v.  Quincy,  0.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  125  Mo.  App.  334,  102  S.  VV.  50,— holding 
one  who  does  not  intend  to  pay  full  fare  for  his  transportation  when  he  enters 
train  not  passenger. 

Cited  in  notes  in  61  A.  S.  R.  86,  on  person  paying  fare  as  passenger;  61  A.  S. 
R.  101,  on  persons  riding  on  certain  tickets  as  passengers;  61  A.  S.  R.  91,  on 
place  of  riding  as  determining  relation  of  passenger;  26  L.R.A.  133,  on  meaning 
of  term  "passenger"  within  statutory  provisions  as  to  place  for  ejecting  one 
refusing  to  pay  fare;  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  961,  on  effect  of  express  refusal  to  accept 
one  as  a  passenger  upon  his  status  as  such. 

27   AM.  REP.   261,  INTERNATIONAL  BANK  v.  FRANKLIN  COUNTY, 

65  MO.  105. 
Nature  of  county  or  city  warrants. 

Cited  in  Moody  v.  Cass  County,  74  Mo.  307,  holding  county  not  liable  upon 
warrant  drawn  upon  fund  which  has  become  exhausted  and  which  county  court 
has  no  power  to  replenish;  State  ex  rel.  Watkins  v.  Macon  County  Ct.  68  Mo. 
29,  holding  that  court  acts  judicially  when  ascertaining  what  is  due  from  county 
and  fund  out  of  which  it  is  to  be  paid;  Goldsmith  v.  Baker  City,  31  Or.  249,  49 
Pac.  073,  holding  ordinary  city  warrants  only  prima  facie  evidence  of  municipal 
iin'o'  t  •  Incss* 
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Distinguished  in  Sears  v.  Stone  County,  105  Mo.  236,  24  A.  S.  R.  378,  16  8. 
W.  878,  holding  that  county  court  does'  not  act  judicially  in  auditing  claims 
against  county  and  ordering  warrants. 
Right  of  banks  to  purchase  and  hold  city  or  county  warrants. 

Cited  in  Mt.  Vernon  Bank  v.  Porter,  52  Mo.  App.  244,  to  point  that  county 
warrant  is  species  of  commercial  paper  which  bank  may  buy;  Aull  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Lexington,  74  Mo.  104,  holding  savings  banks  empowered  to  purchase  and  hold 
city  warrants. 

Right  of  assignee  of  county  or  city  warrants  to  sue  thereon. 

Cited  in  Heffleman  v.  Pennington  County,  3  S.  D.  162,  62  N.  W.  861,  holding 
that  county  warrant  constitutes  prima  facie  cause  of  action  against  county  and 
may  be  sued  on  directly;  Kansas  City  Loan  Guaranty  Co.  -v.  Kansas  City,  20O 
Mo.  159,  98  S.  W.  459,  holding  that  assignee  of  claims  already  earned  may  sue 
city;  Craig  v.  Mason,  64  Mo.  App.  342,  holding  that  holder  of  coirnty  warrant 
without  statutory  indorsement  has  sufficient  title  to  maintain  trover  against 
wrongdoer. 

Right  to  sue  county  generally. 

Cited  in  Ayers  v.  Thurston  County,  63  Neb.  96,  88  N.  W.  178,  holding  that 
county  which  incurs  legal  liability  may  be  sued  and  money  judgment  recovered, 
unless  statute  to  contrary. 
Running  of  limitations  as  to  county  warrants. 

Cited  in  Schloss  v.  Pitkin  County,  1  Colo.  App.  145,  28  Pac.  18,  holding  that 
statute  of  limitations  commence  to  run  against  county  orders  from  date  of 
presentation  for  payment  to  treasurer;  Wilson  v.  Knox  County,  132  Mo.  387,  34 
8.  W.  45,  holding  holder  of  county  warrant  not  barred  of  his  action  thereon 
until  after  there  shall  have  been  money  in  treasury  set  apart  for  its  payment, 
unless  guilty  of  laches. 
When  defective  pleading  is  not  cured  by  verdict. 

Cited  in  Ewing  v.  Donnelly,  20  Mo.  App.  6;  Staley  House  Furnishing  Co.  v. 
Wallace,  21  Mo.  App.  128;  Hatten  v.  Randall,  48  Mo.  App.  203,— holding  that 
omission  of  essential  averments  in  petition  cn  not  be  cured  by  verdict  unless 
petition  contains  terms  sufficiently  general  to  comprehend  them  by  fair  intend- 
ment; Birge  v.  Bock,  24  Mo.  App.  330;  Wells  v.  Covenant  Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  126 
Mo.  630,  29  S.  W.  607, — holding  omission  of  material  averments  in  petition  not 
cured  by  verdict;  Garth  v.  Caldwell,  72  Mo.  622,  holding  omission  to  state  ma- 
terial fact  cured  by  verdict  if  pleading  of  opposite  party  puts  matter  in  issue; 
Gustin  V.  Concordia  F.  Ins.  Co.  164  Mo.  172,  64  S.  W.  178,  holding  that  defective 
petition  may  support  verdict  although  subject  to  general  demurrer. 
Presumption  as  to  action  of  trial  court  where  evidence  is  not  preserved. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Long,  72  Mo.  210,  holding  presumption  in  favor  of  action 
of  trial  court  as  to  sufficiency  of  evidence  where  no  evidence  preserved;  Revelle 
V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  74  Mo.  438,  holding  appellate  court  warrant  in 
presuming  where  evidence  not  preserved  that  objections  to  omission  in  petition 
where  obviated  on  trial  by  evidence  adduced;  Rumsey  v.  People's  R.  Co.  144  Mo. 
175,  46  S.  W.  144,  to  point  that  court  cannot  base  decree  upon  state  of  facts  not 
set  up  in  plea(liii«»s. 
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27  AM.  REP.  265,  WILUET  v.  BROWN,  65  MO.  J 38. 
Rights  in  partnership  realty. 

Cited  in  ^IcKinnon  v.  McKinnon,  46  Fed.  713,  holding  surviving  partner  and 
heirs  at  law  of  deceased  partner  tenants  in  common  in  partnership  realty. 

Cited  in  notes  in  65  A.  D.  301,  on  surviving  partner's  powers  over  and  rights 
as  to  partnership  real  estate;  98  A.  D.  199,  on  effect  in  equity  of  purchase  of 
property  with  partnership  funds  and  its  use  for  firm  purposes;  28  L.R.A.  132, 
on  lien  of  surviving  partner  on  partnership  real  estate;  28  L.R.A.  162,  on  rights 
of*  creditors  of  firm  in  partnership  real  estate;  27  L.R.A.  352,  on  rights  in 
partnership  real  estate  as  between  heirs  and  personal  representatives  of  de- 
ceased partner;  27  L.R.A.  451,  as  to  when  real  estate  will  be  considered 
partnership  property;  27  L.R.A.  463,  on  immateriality  of  question  as  to  whom 
legal  title  of  partnership  real  estate  is  conveyed;  27  L.R.A.  469,  on  implied 
and  resulting  trusts  in  partnership  lands. 

—  Right  to  dower  or  allowance  out  of. 

Cited  in  Holton  v.  Guinn,  65  Fed.  450,  holding  that  dower  of  deceased  part- 
ner's widow  does  not  attach  to  his  interest  in  partnership  real  estate  until 
partnership  debts  are  paid;  Young  v.  Thrasher,  115  Mo.  222,  21  S.  W.  1104, 
holding  partnership  lands  not  subject  to  drawer  until  firm  creditors  and 
<lebts  due  partners  among  themselves  are  satisfied;  Julian  v.  Wrightsman,  73 
Mo.  669,  holding  widow  of  partner  not  entitled  to  draw  anything  from  partner- 
ship estate  until  all  partnership  debts  paid. 

Cited  in  notes  in  98  A.  D.  201;  54  A.  R.  798;  46  A.  S.  R.  893;  27  L.R.A. 
341, — on  widow's  right  to  dower  in  partnership  real  estate;  27  L.R.A.  344, 
on  necessity  that  widow's  right  to  dower  in  partnership  real  estate  yield  to 
partnership  claims  and  accounts. 

27  AM.  REP.  271,  STATE  v.  STEELEY,  65  MO.  218. 
Certainty  of  averments  in  indictment  for  murder. 

Cited  in  Daniels  v.  State,  52  Fla.  18,  41  So.  609,  holding  that  words  "from 
premeditated  design  to  effect  death"  need  not  be  repeated  when  infliction  of 
mortal  wound  charged  if  previously  alleged  and  connected  with  mortal  stroke 
by  words  "thereby  and  thus;"  State  v.  Kindred,  148  Mo.  270,  49  S.  W.  845, 
to  point  that  no  more  certain  and  specific  charge  of  deliberate  and  felonious 
wounding  can  be  found  than  one  embraced  in  this  indictment;  State  v.  Burns, 
148  Mo.  167,  71  A.  S.  R.  688,  49  S.  W.  1005,  to  point  that  indictment  in  this 
case  charged  every  fact  essential  to  good  indictment  for  murder;  State  v. 
Clay,  201  Mo.  679,  100  S.  W.  439,  to  the  point  that  indictment  for  murder  in 
first  degree  in  this  case  embraces  every  allegation  necessary  to  constitute 
offense;  State  v.  Furgerson,  162  Mo.  668,  63  S.  W.  101,  holding  indictment 
for  murder  in  first  degree  which  charges  that  assault,  battery  and  striking 
were  feloniously  made,  but  fails  to  allege  that  wounding  was  done  feloniously, 
good,  if  averments  so  connected  as  to  show  that  homicidal  act  was  feloniously 
done. 

Cited  In  notes  in  3  A.  S.  R.  279,  on  certainty  required  in  indictment  for 
murder;  3  A.  S.  R.  281,  on  sufficiency  of  charging  part  of  indictment. 

—  As  to  parties. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Grimes,  29  Mo.  App.  470,  holding  indictment  which  recites 
that  two  defendants  "feloniously,  on  purpose,  and  wilfully,  with  deadly  and 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


27  AM.  REP.]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  07ff 

dangerous  weapon,  knife,  which  they  each  then  and  there  had  and  held  in  each 
of  their  hands,  did  then  and  there  make  an  assault,"  valid. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Brown,  21  Kan.  38,  holding  indictment  for  murder 
sufficient  where  it  charges  killing  by  three  persons,  by  shooting  deceased  with 
pistols  and  revolvers  and  alleges  that  "said  pistols  and  revolvers  the  said 
(persons  naming  them)  then  and  there  in  their  right  hands  held,"  when  they^ 
did  shooting. 
—  As  to  time  and  place. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Blan,  69  Mo.  317,  holding  that  indictment  for  murder  should 
allege  assault,  and  nature  thereof,  a  mortal  wounding  of  deceased  and  that 
he  died  of  such  wounds  within  a  year  and  a  day;  State  v.  Estis,  70  Mo.  427, 
holding  indictment  for  resisting  arrest  not  bad  for  uncertainty  as  to  time  where 
it  charged  that  officer  on  certain  day  proceeded  to  make  the  arrest  and  that 
defendant  then  and  there  resisted;  State  v.  Luke,  104  Mo.  563,  16  S.  W.  242, 
holding  indictment  for  murder  sufficient  where  it  alleges  that  fatal  blow  wa» 
given  on  specified  day  and  that  deceased  lanquished  one  hour  and  then  died; 
State  v.  Houx,  109  Mo.  654,  32  A.  S.  R.  686,  19  S.  W.  36,  holding  that  time  and 
place  of  offense  after  once  averred  may  thereafter  be  designated  by  terms  **theu. 
and  there." 

Cited  in  notes  in  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1024,  on  "then  and  there"  as  charge  of 
time  of  death  in  indictment  for  homicide;  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1029,  on  "then  and 
there"  as  averment  of  place  of  death  in  indictment  for  homicide. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Hcriell,  97  Mo.  105,  10  A.  S.  R.  289,  10  S.  W.  387, 
holding  indictment  for  murder  insufficient  where  it  fails  to  charge  homicidal 
act    was    feloniously    done    and    concluding    curative    words    unconnected    witix 
mortal  stroke  by  words  "then  and  ther©." 
Order  of  announcing  peremptory  challenges  in  criminal  cases. 

Cited  in  Turpin  v.  State,  55  Md.  462,  holding  order  of  announcing  per- 
emptory challenges  in  criminal  case  discretionary  with  court  in  absence  of 
any  provision  in  statute;  State  v.  Degonia,  69  Mo.  485,  holding  that  state 
must  announce  her  peremptory  challenges  in  criminal  cases  before  defend- 
ant can  be  compelled  to  make  his. 

27  AM.  RCP.  2  73,  DUDLEY  v.  McCLUER,  65  MO.  241. 
Admissibility  of  evidence  of  good  cliaiacter  in  civil  action. 

Cited  in  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sheppard,  8{ 
evidence  of  good  character  of  party  inadmissi 
acter  of  party  involved  by  nature  of  action;  S 
42  A.  R.  195,  holding  evidence  of  good  chara 
inadmissible  on  part  of  plaintiff  in  civil  act 
fraudulent  as  to  creditors;  Mattingly  v.  Shor 
8  A.  &  £.  Ann.  Cas.  1134,  holding  evidence  of 
admissible  in  issue  of  civil  nature  as  to  entry 
112  Mo.  633,  20  S.  W.  689;  Gordon  v.  Mille 
943, — holding  evidence  of  good  character  inac 
character  of  party  put  in  issue  by  nature  of 
opposite  party;  Engel  v.  Dressel,  26  Mo.  Apj 
character  of  defendant  in  civil  action  inadmiss 
man,  45  Mo.  App.  647,  holding  evidence  of  | 
admissible    in    civil    action    where    affidavit    fo 
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embezzlement;  Alkire  Grocer  Co.  v.  Tagart,  78  Mo.  App.  166,  holding  that  de- 
fendant may  show  his  good  reputation  when  it  relates  to  him  as  witness; 
Stark  V.  Publishers  George  Knapp  &  Co.  160  Mo.  629,  61  S.  W.  669,  holding 
proof  of  plaintiff's  good  character  inadmissible  in  libel  suit  as  tending  to 
prove  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  matters  with  which  he  is  charged  in  publi- 
cation; Black  V.  Epstein,  221  Mo.  286,  120  S.  W.  764,  holding  evidence  of  de- 
fendant's good  character  inadmissible  in  suit  to  set  aside  trust  deed. 

Cited  in  note  in  41  A.  R.  120,  on  admissibility  of  evidenece  of  defendant's 
good   character   in  civil   action   for  tort. 

27   AM.   REP.  276,   JOHNSON  v.   BEAZLEY,   65   MO.   250. 
Conclusiveness  of  orders  and  judgments  of  probate  courts. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Hudson,  29  Minn.  27,  11  N.  W.  136,  holding  that  probate 
court  is  court  of  record  whose  record  imports  absolute  verity;  Re  Tucker,  74  Mo. 
App.  331;  Crohn  v.  Modem  Woodmen,  145  Mo.  App.  158,  129  S.  W.  1069; 
Re  Davison,  100  Mo.  App.  263,  73  S.  W.  373, — holding  that  acts  and  rulings 
of  probate  courts  enjoy  same  presumptions  in  respect  to  their  validity  that 
those  of  courts  of  general  jurisdiction  do;  State  ex  rel.  Taylor  v.  Wurdeman, 
129  Mo.  App.  263,  108  S.  W.  144,  holding  presumption  that  insane  person  was 
in  county  at  inception  of  inquisition  if  her  presence  was  essential  to  validity 
of  judgment  of  probate  court;  Vosler  v.  Brock,  84  Mo.  674,  holding  fact  of  al- 
lowance by  probate  court  rebuts  any  presumption  arising  from  evidence  that 
defendant  was  not  presented  within  statutory  time;  State  ex  rel.  Bell  v.  Nolan, 
99  Mo.  569,  12  S.  VV.  1047,  holding  presumption  that  special  term  of  probate 
court  was  properly  and  lawfully  held;  Brawford  v.  Wolfe,  103  Mo.  391,  15 
S.  W.  426,  holding  judgments  and  orders  of  probate  courts,  when  acting  with- 
in their  jurisdiction  not  subject  to  collateral  attack;  Macey  v.  Stark,  116  Mo. 
481,  21  S.  W.  1088,  holding  presumption  that  orders  and  judgments  of  probate 
courts  as  to  matters  over  which  they  have  jurisdiction  are  regularly  entered; 
State  ex  rel.  Finger  v.  Reynolds,  121  Mo.  App.  699,  97  S.  W.  660,  holding  rule 
that  findings  of  courts  are  not  subject  to  collateral  attack  not  applicable  to 
refusal  of  probate  court  to  appoint  nominee  of  minor,  over  fourteen  years  of  age, 
as  his  guardian;  Cox  v.  Boyce,  162  Mo.  576,  76  A.  S.  R.  483,  64  S.  W.  467,  holding 
guardianship  proceeding  of  probate  court,  of  county  in  which  minor  lives,  not 
subject  to  collateral  attack  in  ejectment  suit  on  ground  of  minor's  non- 
residence;  St.  Louis  V.  Gleason,  15  Mo.  App.  26,  holding  that  jurisdictional 
facts  must  be  pleaded  in  actions  in  which  court  exercises  special  jurisdiction 
not   according   to   common   law. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  2  A.  S.  R.  896,  on  questioning  jurisdiction  ol 
probate  court  collaterally;  2  A.  S.  R.  897,  on  extent  of  jurisdiction  of  probate 
court. 

Cited  in  note  in  21  L.R.A.  686,  on  conclusiveness  of  probate  court  decree  in 
ejectment. 
—  In  administration  of  estates. 

Cited  in  Rich  v.  Bray,  2  L.R.A.  226,  37  Fed.  273,  holding  that  probate  system 
under  state  statutes  has  largely  superseded  ancient  equity  jurisdiction  of 
chancery  courts  for  discovering,  marshaling  and  distributing  estates  of  de- 
cedents at  suit  of  heir  or  creditor;  Cooper  v.  Duncan,  20  Mo.  App.  355,  hold- 
ing probate  courts  upon  same  footing  with  courts  of  general  jurisdiction  in 
allowance  and  classification  of  demands  against  estates;   Vermillion  v.  LeClare, 
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89  Mo.  App.  55,  holding  that  illegality  in  grant  of  letters  of  administration 
cannot  be  taken  advantage  of  in  collateral  proceedings;  State  ex  rel.  Rutledge 
V.  Holman,  93  Mo.  App.  611,  67  S.  W.  747,  holding  same  presumption  indulged 
in  regard  to  probate  court's  actions  in  appointment  of  curator  as  allowed  to 
other  courts;  Hadley  v.  Berncro,  103  Mo.  App.  549,  78  S.  W.  64,  holding  grant 
of  administration  and  all  matters  thereafter  valid,  where  probate  court  grants 
same  after  finding  that  fact  on  which  it  ought  to  do  so  existed,  although  fact 
was  found  erroneously;  Griesel  v.  Jones,  123  Mo.  App.  45,  99  S.  W.  769,  hold- 
ing that  illegality  in  grant  of  letters  of  administration  cannot  be  invoked  in 
collateral  proceeding;  State  v.  Schenkel,  129  Mo.  App.  244,  108  S.  W.  635,  to 
point  that  finding  of  probate  court  of  existence  of  facts  authorizing  appoint- 
ment of  administrator  of  estate,  conclusive;  Scott  v.  Crews,  72  Mo.  261,  hold- 
ing order  of  probate  court  revoking  administrator's  letters  which  shows  upon 
its  face  all  necessary  jurisdictional  facts  not  collaterally  questionable;  VVil- 
lian]8  V.  Mitchell,  112  Mo.  300,  20  S.  W.  647,  holding  that  probate  courts  are 
to  be  treated  so  far  as  concerns  probate  matters,  in  all  respects  as  courts  of 
general  jtiriadiction;  Rowden  v.  Brown,  91  Mo.  429,  4  S.  W.  129;  Rogers  v. 
Johnson,  125  Mo.  202,  28  S.  W.  635, — holding  presumption  that  appointment, 
of  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  legally  and  properly  made;  State  ex  rel.'* 
C.uenther  v.  King,  76  Mo.  610;  Henry  v.  McKerlie,  78  Mo.  416;  Camden  v.  Plain, 
91  Mo.  117,  4  S.  W.  86;  Desloge  v.  Tucker,  196  Mo.  587,  94  S.  W.  283,— hold- 
ing same  liberal  presumptions  and  intendments  indulged  to  sustain  proceed- 
ings and  jurisdiction  of  probate  court  in  administration  of  estates  as  are  in- 
dulged in  behalf  of  other  courts  of  record;  Ancell  v.  Southern  Illinois  &  M. 
Bridge  Co.  223  Mo.  209,  122  S.  W.  709,  holding  that  order  of  sale  of  infant's 
realty  made  by  probate  court  will  be  presumed  valid;  Jarboe  v.  Jarboe,  227 
Mo.  69,  127  S.  W.  26  (dissenting  opinion),  on  conclusiveness  of  judgments  of 
probate  courts  in  administration  of  estate;  Smith  v.  Young,  136  Mo.  App.  65, 
117  S.  W.  628,  holding  that  finding  of  probate  court  as  to  residence  of  minor 
to  sustain  order  appointing  guardian  is  conclusive. 

Cited  in  note  in  65  A.  D.  122,  as  to  whence  and  against  whom  allowance  of 
claim    against    decedent's    estate    is    conclusive. 
Conclusiveness  of  orders  and  judgments  of  county  court. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Searcy,  39  Mo.  App.  393,  holding  order  or  judgment  of 
county  court  not  subject  to  collateral  impeachment;  Long  v.  Joplin  Min.  & 
Smelting  Co.  Gd  Mo.  422,  holding  same  liberality  of  intendment  allowed  aa  to 
proceedings  of  county  court  respecting  matters  within  its  jurisdiction  as  to 
any  other  court;  State  v.  Evans,  83  Mo.  319,  holding  action  of  county  court 
in  issuing  liquor  license  not  subject  to  collateral  attack;  McKenzie  v.  Donnell, 
151  Mo.  431,  52  S.  W.  214,  holding  that  judgment  of  county  court  in  insanity 
inquiry  imports  verity  and  is  not  subject  to  collateral  attack. 
—  In  administration  of  estates. 

Cited  in  Holmes  v.  Oregon  &  C.  R.  Co.  7  Sawy.  380,  9  Fed.  229  (affirming 
6  Sawy.  275,  3  Fed.  523),  holding  decision  of  county  court  on  question  of  in- 
habitancy of  intestate  properly  presented  for  its  adjudication  in  administration 
proccedinjjs  conclusive;  Epping  v.  Robinson,  21  Fla.  36;  Bowden  v.  Jackson- 
ville Electric  Co.  51  Fla.  152,  41  So.  400,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  859,— holding 
regularity  of  granting  letters  of  administration  by  county  court  not  subject 
to  collateral  attack;  People  use  of  Kaiser  v.  Medart,  63  HI.  App.  Ill,  holding 
county   court  having  full  jurisdiction   of  matters  of  probate  and  guardianship 
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court  of  record,  whose  judgments  are  to  be  upheld  by  seme  presumptions  ap- 
plicable to  other  courts;  Lydick  v.  Chaney,  64  Neb.  288,  89  N.  W.  801,  holding 
county  court  getting  its  powers  from  constitution,  as  to  probate  matters,  court 
of  general  jurisdiction. 
Concluslveuess  of  judgments  of  circuit  courts. 

Cited  in  Stansbury  v.  Stansbury,  118  Mo.  App.  427,  94  S.  W.  566,  holding 
same  presumption  indulged  in  favor  of  jurisdiction  of  circuit  court  in  divorce 
proceedings  as  in  cases  where  court  acts  in  virtue  of  its  general  powers  >  Fore 
V.  Hoke,  48  Mo.  App.  254,  holding  judgment  of  circuit  court  for  condemnation 
of  private  property  void  unless  it  aflBrmatively  appears  that  every  essential 
step  has  been  taken;  Keokuk  Northern  Line  Packet  Co.  v.  Davidson,  13  Mo. 
App.  561,  holding  appointment  of  receiver  by  circuit  court,  and  his  act  in 
bringing  suit  by  direction  of  court  not  subject  to  collateral  attack;  Bell  v. 
Brinkmann,  123  Mo.  270,  24  S.  W.  205,  on  conclusiveness  of  general  recital  in 
decree  of  circuit  court  as  to  jurisdiction  of  parties  in  partition  proceeding. 
Conclusiveness  of  Judgments  of  superior  court. 

Cited  in  VVerz  v.  Werz,  11  Mo.  App.  26,  holding  same  presumption  indulged 
in  favor  of  superior  courts  in  divorce  proceedings  as  in  cases  where  court  acts 
by  virtue  of  its  general  powers. 
Conclusiveness  of  judgments  of  justices'  courts. 

Cited  in  Myers  v.  Miller,  55  Mo.  App.  338,  holding  judgments  of  justices' 
courts  having  jurisdiction  of  parties  and  subject  matter  not  subject  to  col- 
lateral attack;  Leonard  v.  Sparks,  117  Mo.  103,  38  A.  S.  R.  646,  22  S.  W.  899, 
holding  judgments  of  justice  of  peace  are  regarded  as  favorably  as  those  of 
other  courts  where  facts  touching  acquisition  of  jurisdiction  fully  appear. 
Conclusiveness  of  judgments  of  criminal  courts. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Daniels,  66  Mo.  192,  holding  that  criminal  court  which  is 
made  court  of   record  by  statute  exercises  jurisdiction  conferred  upon   it  ac- 
cording to  course  of  common  law. 
Right  to  collaterally  attack  judgments  of  courts  of  ordinary. 

Cited  in  Tant  v.  Wigfall,  65  Ga.  412,  holding  judgments  of  courts  of  ordinary 
granting  letters  of  administration  not  subject  to  collateral  attack. 
Right   to   collaterally   question   administration   of   estate. 

Cited  in  Scott  v.  McNeal,  154  U.  S.  34,  38  L.  ed.  896,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1108, 
holding  administration  granted  upon  estate  of  living  person  absolutely  null  and 
void;  Union  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lewis,  97  U.  S.  682,  24  L.  ed.  1114,  on  right  to 
question  authority  of  public  administrator  in  collateral  proceeding;  Richmond 
&  D.  R.  Co.  V.  Gorman,  7  App.  D.  C.  91,  holding  grant  of  administration  in 
another  state  not  subject  of  collateral  attack  although  appointing  power  may 
have  erred  in  determining  domicile  of  intestate;  Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo, 
181,  43  A.  S.  R.  572,  26  S.  W.  692,  holding  administrator  sale  not  to  be  treated 
as  void  in  collateral  proceeding  because  appraisement  made  before  entry  of 
order  for  sale;  Sims  v.  Gray,  66  Mo.  613,  holding  administrator's  deed  not  void 
because  sale  reported  to  and  approved  by  court  at  same  term  at  which  it  was 
made;  Springer  v.  Shavender,  116  N.  C.  12,  47  A.  S.  R.  701,  33  L.R.A.  772,  21 
S.  E.  397,  holding  sale  of  land  of  living  person  by  administrator  erroneously 
appointed  subject  to  collateral  attack;  Carr  v.  Brown,  20  R.  I.  215,  78  A.  S.  R. 
856,  38  L.R.A.  294,  38  Atl.  9,  holding  that  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  to  grant 
letters  ef  administration  on  estates  of  living  persons. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  16  A.  S.  R.  108,  on  collateral  attack  on  proceed- 
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ings  in  probate  for  sale  of  decedent's  estate;  63  A.  S.  R.  146,  on  collateral  at- 
tack of  administrator's  appointment. 

Cited  in  notes  in  81  A.  S.  R.  550,  on  collateral  attack  on  right  of  acting  ad- 
ministrator where  decedent  was  a  nonresident;  18  L.R.A.  242,  on  collateral 
impeachability  of  findings  as  to  inhabitancy  of  county  in  granting  adminis- 
tration on  deceased's  estate. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  287,  STATE  v.  DRAPER,  65  MO.  835. 
/-dmissibility  of  dying  declarations. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Irwin,  77  Cal.  494,  20  Pac.  56,  holding  that  dying  dec- 
li  ration  made  in  view  of  immediate  death,  has  all  sanction  and  solemnity  of 
testimony  given  under  oath  before  court  or  jury;  State  v.  Wensell,  98  Mo.  137, 
lis.  W.  614,  holding  dying  declaration  admissible  where  declarant  at  time  of 
making  it  said  he  had  no  hope  of  recovery,  although  at  time  of  being  advised  of 
his  dying  condition  by  physician  he  said  that  he  did  not  feel  he  would  die,  but 
had  confidence  in  his  physician;  State  v.  Elkins,  101  Mo.  344,  14  S.  W.  116, 
holding  that  words  "he  picked  fuss  with  me  and  was  running  over  me  and  be- 
cause I  did  not  want  him  to  he  killed  me"  are  not  admissible  as  dying  declara- 
tions; Bilton  V.  Territory,  1  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  566,  99  Pac.  163,  holding  that 
declarant  must  be  under  sense  of  impending  death  without  hope  of  recovery. 

Cited  in  notes  in  86  A.  S.  R.  648,  on  necessity  that  dying  declarations  be  con- 
nected with  the  killing  to  be  admissible;  86  A.  S.  R.  663,  on  admissibility  of 
dying  declarations  showing  intention  or  motive;  56  L.R.A.  372,  on  dying  declara- 
tions as  to  antecedent  and  subsequent  matters;  56  L.R.A.  398,  on  effect  of  aban- 
donment of  hope  of  recovery  or  renewed  hope  on  admissibility  of  dying  declara- 
tions; 56  L.R.A.  414,  on  expressions  of  physician's  opinion  as  to  mental  and 
physical  condition  of  one  whose  dying  declarations  are  offered  in  evidence;  56 
L.R.A.  369;  40  L.  ed.  U.  S.  534,  536;  11  E.  R.  C.  306,  307,— on  admissibility  of 
dying  declarations. 

—  Restrictions  as  to  scope. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Fong  Ah  Sing,  64  Cal.  253,  28  Pac.  233;  State  v.  O'Shea, 
60  Kan.  772,  57  Pac.  970;  State  v.  Parker,  96  Mo.  382,  97  S.  W.  798;  State  v. 
Kelleher,  201  Mo.  614,  100  S.  W.  470,— holding  the 
be  restricted  to  act  of  Icilling  and  facts  and  circun 
V.  Vansant,  80  Mo.  67;   State  v.  Chambers,  87  Mo 
Mo.  6,  69  A.  S.  R.  598,  47  S.  W.  892,— holding  that 
confined   to  identification  of  prisoner  as  perpetrate 
stances  immediately  attending  it;  State  v.  Kelleher, 
19  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.   1270;   State  v.  Parker,   172 
holding  dying  declarations  admissible  as  to  those  f 
stituting  res  gestae  of  homicide;  Foley  v.  State,  11  ) 
ing   dying   declarations   which    relate   to   former   dit 
Sufficiency  of  indictment  for  murder  as  to  wot 

Cited  in  State  v.  Patterson,  73  Mo.  695,  holding 
death  occurred  as  result  of  several  mortal  wounds 
Bon,  98  Mo.  461,  11  S.  W.  981,  holding  indictment 
fective,   where  it  alleges  that  defendant  with  cert^ 
mortal  wound  on  "head  and  body." 
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-27  AM.  REP.  291,  STATE  v.  O'CONNOR,  65  MO.  874. 
Right   of   accused   to   waive   privilege    of   having   witnesses   personally 
present. 

Cited  in  Belt  v.  United  States,  4  App.  D.  C.  25;  Butler  v.  State,  97  Ind.  378,— 
liolding  that  accused  may  waive  his  constitutional  right  to  be  confronted  by  wit- 
nesses against  him  and  consent  to  reading  of  deposition  in  evidence;  State  v. 
Hickman,  75  Mo.  416,  holding  statutory  admission  of  agreed  statement  of  what 
absent  witness  would  swear  to  only  applicable  where  good  ground  of  continuance 
shown;  State  v.  Lett,  86  Mo.  52,  holding  that  prisoner  cannot  complain  of  error 
in  admission  of  agreed  statement  of  what  absent  witness  would  swear  to,  in 
his  favor. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  28  A.  R.  429,  on  prisoner's  waiver  of  absence  of 
his  own  witness. 

Cited  in  notes  in  6  L.R.A.  834,  on  right  of  person  accused  of  felony  to  be 
•confronted  with  witnesses  against  him;   129  Am.  St.  Rep.  50,  on  constitutional 
right  of  accused  to  be  confronted  with  witnesses. 
Duty  of  court  to  object  to  admission  of  improper  evidence  by  state. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  107  Md.  642,  69  Atl.  439,  holding 
that  judge  may  on  own  motion  exclude  irrelevant  and  incompetent  evidence, 
but  this  power  should  be  exercised  very  cautiously. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Douglass,  15  Mo.  App,  1,  holding  court  not  bound  to 
interrupt  cross  examination  of  defendant,  who  is  witness  in  his  own  behaif,  when 
no  objection  made  by  defendant. 

Overruled  in  State  v.  Hope,  100  Mo.  347,  8  L.R.A.  608,  13  S.  W.  490;  State 
V.  McCulIum,  119  Mo.  469,  24  S.  W.  1021;  State  v.  Higgins,  124  Mo.  640,  28 
S.  W.  178, — holding  error  in  admission  of  testimony  in  criminal  cases  not 
available  on  appeal  where  no  objections  made  or  exceptions  saved. 

27   AM.   REP.   293,  JOHNSON  v.   ST.   liOUIS  DISPATCH  CO.   65   MO. 

589. 
Liability  of  repeaters  of  slanderous  words. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Derry,  20  Mo.  App.  552,  holding  that  section  of  penal 
<?ode  relating  to  libel  and  slander  applies  to  those  who  repeat  verbal  slander. 

Cited  in  note  in  104  A.  S.  R.  138,  on  use  of  words  "they  say"  or  "it  is  said" 
in  slander  or  libel. 
Power  of  corporations  to  sue  and  be  sued  for  libel. 

Cited  in  Atlantic  Glass  Co.  v.  Faulk,  83  Ala.  404,  3  So.  800;  State  ex  rel. 
Crow  V.  Firemen's  Fund  Ins.  Co.  152  Mo.  1,  45  L.R.A.  363,  62  S.  W.  695,— to 
point  that  corporations  are  liable  for  libel;  St.  James  Military  Academy  v. 
Gaiser,  125  Mo.  617,  46  A.  S.  R.  502,  28  L.R.A.  667,  28  S.  W.  851,  holding  that 
corporation  may  sue  for  libel  or  slander  on  its  business  or  trade;  Jones 
v.  Williams,  139  Mo.  1,  61  A.  S.  R.  436,  37  L.R.A.  682  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  responsibility  of  publishing  corporation  for  publishing  libel;  Hypes  v.  South- 
ern R.  Co.  82  S.  C.  315,  21  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  873,  64  S.  E.  395,  17  A.  &  E.  Ann. 
Cas.  620,  holding  railroad  answerable  for  slander  by  division  superintendent 
charging  engineer  with  stealing. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  31  A.  S.  R.  79,  on  corporations  as  parties  defendant 
for  action  for  libel. 

Cited  in  notes  in  12  A.  S.  R.  267;  12  A.  S.  R.  586;  16  E.  R,  C.  767;  116  A. 
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S.  R.  722, — on  general  liability  of  corporations  for  libel  and  slander;  69  A.  S» 
R.  594,  on  liability  of  corporations  for  exemplary  damages  for  libel. 
Liability  for  imputing  crime  by  Inimendo. 

Cited  in  Kenworthy  v.  Journal  Co.  117  Mo.  App.  327,  93  S.  W.  882  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  on  liability  for  associating  one's  name  with  unnamed  persons* 
charged  with  perjury  without  explanation;  Cook  v.  Globe  Printing  Co.  227 
Mo.  471,  127  S.  W.  332    (dissenting  opinion),  on  damages  for  libel  imputing 


Sfi7  AM.  REP.  295,  STATE  v.  CULVER,  65  MO.  607. 
Presumption  of  dedication  of  road  to  public  from  acquiescence. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Guernsey,  9  Mo.  App.  312,  holding  that  mere  acquiescence 
of  owner  in  use  of  land  for  public  road  for  period  of  fifteen  years  does  not 
raise  presumption  of  intention  to  dedicate  for  public  use;  State  v.  Wells,  70 
Mo.  636,  holding  that  ten  years  adverse  occupancy  and  use  of  road  by  public, 
acquiesced  in  by  owner,   will  vest  easement  in  road   in   public. 

Distinguished  in  Kansas  City,  C.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Woolard,  60  Mo.  App.  631, 
holding  that  dedication  of  road  to  public  can  not  be  inferred  from  mere  fact 
that  farmer  leaves  lane  through  his  farm  for  his  own  convenience  and  permits- 
public  to  use  it. 
Abandonment  of  pnbiic  road  or  street  by  nonuser. 

Cited  in  Weber  v.  Iowa  City,  119  Iowa,  633,  93  N.  W.  637,  holding  nonuser 
of  public  street  for  long  period  accompanied  by  actual  and  notorious  posses- 
sion of  land  by  individual  under  claim  of  right,  presumption  of  abandonment; 
State  V.  Warner,  51  Mo.  App.  174,  holding  that  public  easement  over  land 
for  public  highway  cannot  be  lost  by  operation  of  statute  of  limi- 
tations even  though  appropriation  wrongful  in  first  instance;  State- 
ex  rel.  Morris  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  86  Mo.  13,  liolding 
obstruction  of  highway  by  former  railroad  company  no  justificatici* 
of  continuance  of  obstruction  by  another  company  to  entire  exclusion  of  public; 
Kelly  Nail  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Lawrence  Furnace  Co.  46  Ohio  St.  544,  5  L.R.A.  652,. 
22  N.  E.  639,  holding  that  nonuser  of  street  by  public  to  create  abandonment 
of  it  must  extend  over  period  of  twenty-one  years;  Bayard  v.  Standard  Oil 
Co.  38  Or.  438,  63  Pac.  614,  holding  that  way  may  be  lost  to  public  by  non 
user;  Weston  v.  Ralston,  48  W.  Va.  170,  36  S.  E.  446,  holding  established  pub 
lie    easement   over    land   for   public    highway  good   against   any   and   all   titles 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  18  L.R.A.  541,  on  nonuser  as  extinguishing  publi  - 
easement. 

Cited  in  ikIos  in  20  L.  ed.  U.  S.  1099;  26  L.R.A.  457,  463, — on  effect  cf 
noi!i5s«'r  (f  r  al  r>  n'nnclninnent;  26  L.R.A.  450,  on  presumption  of  abandon 
ment  of  lii^']i\vi\\  ;  13  L.R.A.  146,  on  presumption  of  abandonment  to  vest  tit'^ 
in  tnviur  (  i  .', :  d  'i"  '.\..\'  ;  18  L.R.A.  150,  on  statutory  provisions  as  to  statute 
of  lisiiit..' i)'  !-  J  '.  :"•!,;  rgainst  public  right  in  street;  12  E.  R.  C.  629,  on  aban> 
(lonn^n.t    of   I  i  •.'  v,  .■;  . 

D'sliur ;  ^' (  I  ;:.  f  i:.:s  v.  8t.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  127  Mo.  App.  326,  10 
S.  W.  700,  l.<.KIin^  lliat  public  road  may  be  abandoned  by  ten  years  nonusc. 
Right   (o   {;c(iuiic   inilroad  company's  right  of  way  by  adverse  posses- 

Cited  in  \Vc!sli  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  19  Mo.  App.  127,  holding- 
that  advciso   occupancy  and  use  of  land  by  owner  will  deprive  railroad  com-^ 
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pany  of  its  easement;  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  v.  Totman,  149  Mo.  667,  51 
S.  W.  412,  holding  that  citizen  cannot  acquire  title  to  part  of  railroad  com- 
pany's right  of  way  by  adverse  possession. 

27    AM.   REP.    299,    HUNT  v.   BOONVIL.LE,    65    MO.    620. 
Liability  of  municipalities  for  torts. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Mitchell,  17  S.  D.  515,  106  A.  S.  R.  784,  05  L.R.A.  158,. 

97  N.  W.  741,  holding  city  having  no  power  to  connect  its  waterworks  system 
with  artesian  well,  without  owner's  consent,  not  liable  for  act  of  officer  in  sa 
doing;  Orlando  v.  Pragg,  31  Fla.  Ill,  34  A.  S.  R.  17,  19  L.R.A.  196,  12  So. 
368,  holding  ihunicipal  corporations  liable  for  tortious  acts  only  when  commit- 
ted while  in  exercise  of  some  power  conferred  upon  them  by  law  or  in  per- 
formance  of  some   duty   imposed   by   law;    Langley  v.   Augusta,   118   Ga.   590,. 

98  A.  S.  R.  133,  holding  city  having  authority  to  do  act  liable  for  its  perform- 
ance in  irregular  way,  or  by  different  instrumentality  from  that  prescribed; 
Millard  v.  Webster  City,  113  Iowa,  220,  84  N.  W.  1044,  holding  city  estopped 
to  deny  that  street  excavations  made  under  direction  of  street  commissioner 
in  accordance  with  survey  by  city  engineer  was  done  by  authority;  Foncannon 
V.  Kirksville,  88  Mo.  App.  279,  holding  city  having  authority  to  construct 
sewers  liable  for  damages  resulting  from  defective  construction  of  sewer  which  " 
causes  nuisance;  Quinn  v.  Schneider,  118  Mo.  App.  39,  94  S.  W.  742,  holding 
municipal  corporation  not  liable  in  damages  for  trespass  by  officer;  Rowland 
v.  Gallatin,  75  Mo.  134,  42  A.  R.  395,  holding  city  not  liable  for  taking  of 
earth  from  private  property  by  officer  for  improvement  of  street;  Werth  v. 
Springfield,  78  Mo.  107,  holding  that  denial  of  allegation  that  "city  raised 
the  grade"  necessitates  introduction  in  evidence  of  ordinance  authorizing  change 
of  grade;  Dooley  v.  Kansas,  82  Mo.  444,  52  A.  R.  380,  holding  city  having 
authority  to  purchase  property  outside  limits  for  pest  house  liable  for  seizure 
of  property  for  that  purpose  without  consent  of  owner;  Worley  v.  Columbia, 
88  Mo.  106,  holding  municipal  corporation  not  liable  for  trespass  committed 
by  its  officers  in  enforcement  of  void  ordinance;  Collensworth  v.  New  Whatcom, 
16  Wash.  224,  47  Pac.  439,  holding  municipal  corporation  liable  for  negligent 
performance  of  its  corporate  powers  in  irregular  manner;  Cunningham  v. 
Seattle,  42  Wash.  134,  4  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  633,  84  Pac.  641,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas. 
805,  holding  city  not  liable  for  injuries  to  lawn  caused  by  trespassing  fire  de- 
partment horse. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  13  A-  S.  R.  686,  on  liability  of  municipal  cor- 
poration for  torts  of  its  police  officers  and  other  agents;  100  A.  D.  358,  on 
liability  of  city  for  unauthorized  acts  of  its  officers;  66  A.  D.  438,  on  mu- 
nicipal liability  for  negligent  execution  of  statutory  power;  30  A.  S.  R.  408, 
on  municipal  liability  for  unlawful  acts  of  officers  and  agents  which  are  not 
ultra  vires;  34  A.  S.  R.  27,  on  municipal  liability  for  torts  not  sanctioned  by 
its  charter;  1  L.R.A.  608,  on  necessity  that  act  be  within  scope  of  corporate 
powers  to  render  municipality  liable  for  agent's  act;  1  L.R.A.  844;  30  A.  S.  R. 
405, — on  municipal  liability  for  torts  of  officers  or  agents. 

Distinguished    in   Peters   v.    Lindsborg,   40   Kan.    654,    20   Pac.    490,    holdin<r 
city   not  liable  for  acts  of  its  police   officers   while  engaged   In  enforcing  its 
police  regulations. 
Liability  of  municipality  to  exemplary  damages. 

Cited  in  Bennett  v.  Marion,  102  Iowa,  425,  63  A.  S.  R.  454,  71  N.  W.  360, 
^m  Rep.  Vol.  XVI.— 62. 
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holding    exemplary    damages    not    recoverable    against   municipal    corporation, 
except  under  express  statutory  authority. 

2  7  AM.  lUSP.  302,  HALL  v.  STEPHENS,  65  MO.  670. 
Rights  In  land  held  by  the  entireties. 

Cited  in  Baker  v.  Stewart,  40  Kan.  442,  10  A.  S.  R.  213,  2  L.R.A.  434,  10 
Pac.  904;  Modrell  v.  Riddle,  82  Mo.  31;  Bains  v.  Bullock,  129  Mo.  117,  31 
S.  W.  342;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fry,  1G8  Mo.  492,  68  S.  W.  348;  Kegan  v. 
Haslett,  128  Mo.  App.  280,  107  S.  W.  17;. Wilson  v.  Frost,  186  Mo.  311,  105 
A.  S.  R.  619,  85  S.  W.  375,  2  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  557,— holding  that  deed 
to  husband  and  wife  creates  estate  of  entirety  and  whole  estate  goes  to  sur- 
vivor; Hume  V.  Hopkins,  140  Mo.  65,  41  S.  W.  784,  holding  that  land  deeded 
to  husband  and  wife  descends  to  heirs  of  survivor  on  death  of  survivor;  Hough 
V.  Jasper  County  Light  &  Fuel  Co.  127  Mo.  App.  570,  106  S.  W.  647,  holding 
hubsand  proper  party  to  maintain  ejectment  at  common  law  where  husband 
and  wife  tenants  by  entirety;  Mcses  v.  St.  Louis  Sectional  Dock  Co.  84  Mo. 
242,  on  interest  of  husband  and  wife  in  property  held  by  them;  Frost  v.  Frost, 
200  Mo.  474,  118  A.  S.  R.  689,  98  S.  W.  527,  holding  common-law  doctrine  of 
estates  in  entirety  law  of  this  state. 

Cited  in  notes  in  51  A.  D.  172,  on  husband  and  wife  being  tenants  by  en- 
tireties; 12  L.R.A.  514,  defining  tenancy  by  the  entirety;  12  L.R.A.  515.  on 
effect  of  conveyance  of  land  to  husband  and  wife  and  a  third  person ;  30  L.R.A. 
321,  on  creation  of  entirety  estates  by  limitation  to  husband  and  wife  withoii. 
specifying  how  they  are  to  take;  30  L.R.A.  324,  on  creation  of  entirety  estates  by 
limitations  in  peculiar  form;  30  L.RA.  326,  on  share  taken  by  husband  and 
wife  under  a  limitation  to  them  and  another  or  others. 

Distinguished  in  Lemmons  v.  Reynolds,  170  Mo.  227,  71  S.  W.  135,  holding 
devise  to  two  persons  without  express  declaration  that  they  are  to  hold  as 
joint  tenants  creates  estate  of  cotenancy;  Crecelius  v.  Horst,  9  Mo.  App.  51, 
holding  that  devise  to  class,  though  as  tenants  in  common,  will  not  lapse  by 
death  of  devisees  before  testator,  but  survivors  take  whole. 
Husband's  right  to  convey  his  interest. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Albert,  89  Mo.  537,  1  S.  W.  209,  holding  husband  un- 
fettered  in  his  conveyance  of  whatever  interest  he  has  in  land  in  which  wifo 
is  seized  as  at  common  law;  Hoffman  v.  Nolte,  127  Mo.  120,  29  S.  W.  1006. 
holding  husband's  interest  in  land  vendible  after  estate  by  entireties  was 
created. 

Cited  in  notes  in  30  L.R.A.  308,  on  nature 
by  entirety  during  joint  lifetime;  30  L.R.A. 
by  husband  made  before  wife's  death  as  valid 

—  Power  of  hnsbAnd  to  divest  wife^s  estate 
Cited  in  Atkinson  v.  Henry,  80  Mo.  151,  he 

held  by  herself  and  husband  in  entirety  cannc 
executing  title  bond  for  such  land;  Mueller  v. 
that  husband  cannot  charge,  bind  or  convey  la] 
no  separate  estate  except  by  deed  in  conjunctio: 

—  Rights  of  purchaser  at  execution  sale  foi 
Cited  in  Cole  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Collier,  95  Tenn. 

315,  31  S.  W.   1000,  holding  that  purchaser,  i 
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debts,   of  lands   held   by  entirety  cannot  obtain   possession   during  joint  lives 
•of  husband  and  wife,  or  at  all,  if  wife  survives  husband. 

Cited  in  note  in  9  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1032,  on  judgment  against  husband  as  lien 
on  his  interest  as  tenant  by  entirety. 

—  Rights  of  husband's  assignee  In  Insolvency. 

Cited  in  Laird  v.  Perry,  74  Vt.  454,  59  L.R.A.  340,  52  Atl.  1040,  holding 
that  real  estate  held  by  husband  and  wife  jointly  passes  to  his  assignee  in 
insolvency  subject  to  her  right  of  homestead  and  survivorship. 

—  As  affected  by  decree  for  divorce  or  alimony. 

Cited  in  Shinn  v.  Shinn,  42  Kan.  1,  4  L.R.A.  224,  21  Pac.  813,  holding 
judgment  for  alimony  not  encumbrance  upon  land  held  by  parties  thereto  in  en- 
tirety; Russell  V.  Russell,  122  Mo.  236,  43  A.  S.  R.  581,  26  S.  W.  677,  holding  that 
■divorced  wife  can  have  partition  of  land  owned  by  herself  and  husband  prior 
to  divorce  as  tenants  by  entirety. 
Validity  of  estates  by  entirety  in  personalty. 

Cited  in  Johnston  v.  Johnston,  173  Mo.  91,  96  A.  S.  R.  486,  61  L.R.A.  166, 
73  S.  W.  202,  holding  that  estates  by  entirety  may  be  created  in   personalty 
as  well  as  realty. 
Construction  of  word  "family.** 

Cited  in  Re  Bennett,  134  Cal.  320,  66  Pac.  370;  Mercier  v.  West  Kansas 
City  Land  Co.  72  Mo.  473   (dissenting  opinion), — on  meaning  of  word  "family." 

Cited,  in  note  in  61  A.  D.  589,  on  what  constitutes  a  family. 
Kstate  created  by  devise  to  mother  and  children. 

Distinguished  in  Kinney  v.  Mathews,  69  Mo.  520,  holding  conveyance  to 
woman  "and  all  her  children  she  now  has  or  ever  will  have**  vests  life  estate 
in  mother  with  remainder  to  children;  Small  v.  Field,  102  Mo.  104,  14  S.  W. 
615.  holding  that  devise  to  married  woman  "for  sole  use  of  herself  and  child- 
ren** creates  in  her  a  separate  estate. 
Intent  of  testator  as  governing  construction  of  will. 

Cited  in   Lampert  v.  Haydel,  96  Mo.   439,  9  A.   S.  R.  358,  2  L.R.A.   113,  9 
f?.  W.  780,  holding  it  duty  of  courts  to  make  intent  of  testator  polar  star  of 
eonstruction. 
Rule  as   to  ascertaining  intention   of  testator. 

Cited  in  Chappell  v.  Missionary  Soc.  3  Ind.  App.  356,  50  A.  S.  R.  276,  29 
N.  E.  924,  holding  extrinsic  evidence  admissible  for  purpose  of  determining 
object  of  testator's  bounty;  Reinders  v.  Koppelman,  94  Mo.  338,  7  S.  W.  288; 
Murphy  V.  Carlin,  113  Mo.  112,  36  A.  S.  R.  699,  20  S.  W.  786;  Hurst  v.  Von 
De  Veid.  158  Mo.  239.  58  S.  W.  1056;  Tisdale  v.  Prather,  210  Mo.  402,  109 
S.  W.  41, — holding  that  true  intent  of  testator  can  be  best  ascertained  by 
reading  all  his  directions  in  light  of  his  environment  at  time  will  was  made; 
Noe  V.  Kern,  93  Mo.  367,  3  A.  S.  R.  544,  6  S.  W.  239,  holding  that  intention 
of  testator  is  to  be  ascertained  if  possible  in  construing  will  and  in  looking 
for  intention  the  surrounding  circumstances  may  be  considered;  Garth  v.  Garth, 
139  Mo.  456,  41  S.  W.  238;  Roberts  v.  Crume,  173  Mo.  572,  73  S.  W.  662,— 
holding  that  testator's  intention  must  be  gathered  from  will  itself,  unless  am- 
biguities in  language  make  intention  doubtful ;  Missouri  Baptist  Sanitarium 
v.  McCune,  112  Mo.  App.  332,  87  S.  W.  93;  Alexander  v.  Alexander,  156  Mo. 
413,  57  S.  W.  110. — ^holding  intention  of  testator  controlling  principle  in  con- 
«tniotif)n    f»f   wills,   which    is    to   be  arrived    at   bv   considering   will    as   whole. 
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When  attachment  lien  becomes  vested  right. 

Cited  in  Evans-Snider-Buel  Co.  v.  McFadden,  58  L.R.A.  900,  44  C.  C.  A. 
404,  105  Fed.  293,  on  question  whether  legislative  act  impairing  or  destroying 
inchoate  lien  of  attachment  before  judgment  destroys  vested  right  of  property; 
McFadden  v.  Blocker,  2  Ind.  Terr.  260,  58  L.RJ^.  878,  48  S.  W.  1043,  holding 
thai  lien  of  attachment  which  has  been  duly  levied  and  perfected  by  judgment 
becomes  vested  right  against  property  levied  on  which  cannot  be  impaired  by 
subsequent  legislation;  Pepperdine  v.  Bank  of  Seymour,  100  Mo.  App.  387, 
73  8.  W.  890,  holding  that  lien  of  attachment  dates  from  date  of  levy  and 
sale  passes  title  as  of  that  date  free  from  subsequent  encumbrances. 

27  AM.  REP.  310,  STATE  SAV.  BANK  v.  KIRGHEVAIi,  65  MO.  682. 
What  are  fixtures. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  12  A.  S.  R.  678,  on  wooden  structure  or  building 
resting  by  its  own  weight  on  flat  stones  as  a  fixture. 

Cited  in  notes  in  17  A.  D.  694;  96  A.  S.  R.  322, — on  what  are  fixtures. 
—  As  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee. 

Cited  in  Monticello  Bank  v.  Sweet,  64  Ark.  502,  43  S.  W.  500,  holding  barn 
regarded  as  permanently  attached  to  freehold;  Ferris  v.  Quimby,  41  Mich. 
202,  2  N.  W.  9,  holding  intent  most  important  circumstance  in  determining 
whether  chattel  annexed  to  realty  for  use  becomes  part  of  it;  Davis  v.  Mugan, 
56  Mo.  App.  311,  holding  stone  crusher,  engine  and  machinery  fixtures  as 
between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee;  Tyler  v.  White,  68  Mo.  App.  607,  holding 
heating  apparatus  erected  in  dwelling  house  permanent  accession  to  freehold 
and  passes  to  subsequent  mortgagee;  Cary  Hardware  Co.  v.  McCarty,  10  Colo. 
App.  200,  50  Pac.  744;  Canning  v.  Owen,  22  R.  I.  624,  84  A.  S.  R.  858.  48 
Atl.  1033, — holding  that  electric-light  fixtures  attached  to  realty  by  mortgagor 
with  intent  to  remain  part  of  real  estate  pass  to  purchaser  of  estate  upon  con- 
veyance under  power  of  sale  in  mortgage. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  S.  R.  379,  on  what  are  fixtures  as  between 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee. 
Inadequacy  of  relief  by  damages  as  ground  for  injunction. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Chicago  Exhibition  Co.  188  111.  19,  58  N.  E.  611,  hold- 
ing bill  to  restrain  mortgagor  from  commission  of  waste  by  removing  fixtures 
need  not  allege  insolvency;  Harris  v.  Township  Board,  22  Mo.  App.  462,  hold- 
ing it  not  essential  that  injury  threatened  be  irreparable  to  warrant  resort  to 
injunction;  Calvert  v.  Bates.  44  Mo.  App.  626,  holding  that  illegal  division 
of  school  district  will  be  enjoined  where  it  would  result  in  such  injuries  that 
adequate  remedy  could  not  be  ofl'ered  in  damages;  Taylor  v.  Todd.  48  Mo.  App. 
550,  holding  that  equity  will  not  enjoin  threatened  proceeding  under  void 
judgment  for  opening  of  county  road  through  plain tiflT's  land  unless  remedy 
at  law  inadequate:  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Brandau,  81  Mo.  App.  1.  holding 
that  removal  of  mineral  may  be  enjoined  by  owner  of  surface  land,  if  damages 
recoverable  would  be  inadequate:  Gordon  v.  Mansfield,  84  Mo.  App.  367,  hold- 
ing that  injunction  will  lie  whetlier  defendant  solvent  or  insolvent  if  legal 
remedy  inadequate  and  mischief  irreparable:  MePike  v.  West,  71  Mo.  199, 
holding  allegation  of  insolvency  unnecessary  where  facts  stated  show  that  in- 
jury threatened  would  have  been  irreparable;  Jones  v,  Williams,  139  ^fo.  1, 
61  A.  S.  R.  436,  37  L.R.A.  682,  39  S.  W.  486,  holding  that  injunction  will  lie 
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notwithstanding  existence  of  adequate  remedy  at  law,  if  adequate  remedy  can 

not  be  afTorded  by  action  for  damages  as  such. 

When  injunction  proper  remedy  to  prevent  trespass  or  nuisance. 

Cited  in  Bailey  v.  Wade,  24  Mo.  App.  186;  Strother  v.  American  Cooperage 
Co.  ll(i  ^lo.  App.  518,  92  S.  W.  758;  Turner  v.  Stewart,  78  Mo.  480,— holding 
that  remedy  by  injunction  exists  even  though  trespasser  solvent  if  law  does  not 
afford  adequate  remedy  by  action  for  damages;  LaKenan  v.  Hannibal  &  St. 
J.  R.  Co.  36  Mo.  App.  363,  holding  that  injunction  will  lie  to  enjoin  wrongful 
closing  of  private  way  although  act  has  been  committed;  Jack  Harvard  Zinc 
&  Min.  Co.  v.  Continental  Zinc  &  Lead  Min.  &  Smelting  Co.  106  Mo.  App.  66, 
80  S.  W.  12,  holding  that  injunction  will  lie  to  prevent  opening  and  mainte- 
nance of  ditch  where  mining  licensee  will  be  injured  by  flooding  of  his  lots; 
Metropolitan  Land  Co.  v.  Manning,  98  Mo.  App.  248,  71  S.  W.  696,  holding 
that  injunction  will  lie  where  trespasser  solvent,  if  trespasses  harassing,  con* 
tinuous  and  involve  multiplicity  of  suits;  State  ex  rel.  Jump  v.  Louisiana 
Gravel  Road  Co.  116  Mo.  App.  175,  92  S.  W.  153,  holding  injunction  proper 
remedy  to  prevent  continuation  of  nuisance  caused  by  unlawful  obstruction 
of  highway. 

Cited  in  note  in  99  A.  S.  R.  745,  on  injunction  against  removal  of  structures 
and  property. 
3Iortgagee*s  right  to  injunctive  relief. 

Cited  in  note  in  109  A.  S.  R.  435,  on  right  of  mortgagee  to  injunctive  relief 
against  third  person. 
—  To  protect  security. 

Cited  in  notes  in  43  A.  S.  R.  433,  on  mortgagee's  right  to  injunction  against 
impairment  of  value  of  his  security;   18  E.  R.  C.  103,  on  power  of  equity  to 
restrain   mortgagor   in   possession   from   committing  waste   to  extent  injurious 
to  security. 
Duty  of  mortgagee  to  repair. 

Cited  in  note  in  9  E.  R.  C.  511,  on  duty  of  mortgagee  in  possession  to  make 
repairs. 

27  AM.  REP.  S14,  DUKE  T.  HARPER,  66  MO.  61. 
Champerty,  barratry  and  maintenance. 

Cited  in  Breeden  v.  Frankford  M.  Acci.  &  Plate  Glass  Ins.  Co.  220  Mo.  327, 
119  S.  W.  576;  Breeden  v.  Frankford  Marine  Acci.  A  Plate  Glass  Ins.  Co.  110 
Mo.  App.  312,  85  S.  W.  930, — ^holding  maintenance  one  of  old  common-law  actions 
which  yet  subsists;  Kelerher  v.  Henderson,  203  Mo.  498,  101  S.  W.  1083,  holding 
that  law  of  champerty  exists  in  this  state. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  12  A.  S.  R,  512;  74  A.  S.  R.  90, — on  what  agree- 
ments are  champertous. 

Cited  in  notes  in  83  A.  S.  R.  168,  171,  on  champerty,  barratry,  and  mainte- 
nance;  6  E.  R.  C.  391,  on  validity  of  agreements   of  champerty  and  mainte- 
nance. 
Validity  of  attorneys  contracts. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  29  A.  R.  219,  on  validity  of  contingent  fee  of  at- 
torney. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  A.  S.  R.  299,  as  to  what  contracts  of  attorneys  are  void 
as  against  public  policy. 
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Contract  to  prosecute  snit  for  contingent  fee  as  champertons. 

Cited  in  Jeffries  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  110  U.  S.  305,  28  L.  ed.  156,  4  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  8;  Casserleigh  v.  Wood,  56  C.  C.  A.  212,  119  Fed.  308;  Feil  v.  Wabaak  * 
R.  Co.  119  Fed.  490, — holding  contract  between  attorney  and  client  to  prosecute 
suit  for  contingent  fee  not  champertous  unless  attorney  agrees  to  pay  costs  and 
expenses;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  29  Kan.  218,  holding  agree- 
ment  to  prosecute  for  portion  of  expected  judgment  with  provision  for  attor- 
neys to  pay  all  costs  and  expenses,  void ;  Aultman  v.  Waddle,  40  Kan.  195,  19  Pac. 
730,  holding  agreement  between  attorney  and  clients  whereby  he  is  to  collect 
judgments  in  his  own  name  and  pay  creditors  fifty  per  cent  of  amount  realized  not 
champertous  if  clients  assume  burden;  Million  v.  Ohnsorg,  10  Mo.  App.  432,  hold- 
ing, contract  between  attorney  and  client  that  attorney  is  to  pay  costs  and  re- 
ceive for  his  compensation  portion  of  property  in  controversy  champertous; 
Comstock  V.  Flower,  109  Mo.  App.  275,  84  S.  W.  207,  holding  agreement  by  at- 
torney to  pay  all  or  some  portion  of  court  costs  to  accrue  in  suit,  champertous; 
Ball  V.  Insurance  Co.  129  Mo.  App.  34,  107  S.  W.  1012,  holding  assignment  of 
policy  to  attorney  to  secure  fees  not  champertous  contract  where  no  undertak- 
ing to  pay  costs  shown;  Taylor  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  198  Mo.  715,  97  S.  W^. 
155,  holding  agreement  by  client  to  pay  costs  and  one-fourth  of  sum  recovered 
as  attorney's  compensation  not  champertous;  Dahms  v.  Sears,  13  Or.  47,  11  Pac.^ 
891,  holding  attorney  not  entitled  to  purchase  claim  for  consideration  that  he 
will  prosecute  it  in  his  own  name  for  part  of  amount  recovered;  Croco  v.  Oregon 
Short  Line  R.  Co.  18  Utah,  311,  44  L.R.A.  285,  54  Pac.  985,  holding  that  at- 
torney and  client  may  agree  that  former's  compensation  shall  be  contingent 
upon  success  and  payable  by  percentage  or  otherwise  out  of  litigation,  if  he 
does  not  assume  payment  of  costs  and  fees. 

Cited  in  ^ote  in  1  L.R.A.  616,  as  to  when  contracts  between  attorney  and 
client  are  not  champertous. 
Right  to  collaterally  attack  champertous  contract. 

Cited  in  Burnes  v.  Scott,  117  U.  S.  682,  29  L.  ed.  991,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  86.5; 
Courtright  v.  Burnes,  3  McCrary,  60,  13  Fed.  317;  Bent  v.  Priest,  30  Mo. 
App.  543;  Potter  v.  Ajax  Min.  Co.  22  Utah,  273,  61  Pac.  999,— holding  that  de- 
fendant cannot  avoid  legal  obligation  because  plaintiff  and  his  attorneys  have 
entered  into  champertous  contract,  affecting  proceeds  to  be  recovered;  Bent  v. 
Priest,  86  Mo.  475,  holding  that  party  will  not  be  turned  out  of  court  because  of 
champertous  contract  until  he  asks  aid  of  court  to  enforce  it. 
What  constitutes  maintenance. 

Cited  in  Phelps  v.  Manecke,  119  Mo.  App.  139,  96  S.  W.  221,  holding  one  un- 
dertaking another's  cause  employing  lawyers  and  getting  up  evidence  at  his 
own  expense  guilty  of  maintenance. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  82 1,  SINGLETON  v.  ST.  LOIJIS  MUT.  L.  INS.  CO.  66  MO. 

63. 
What  constitutes  insurable  interest  in  life  of  another. 

Cited  in  Burton  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  119  Ind.  207,  12  A.  S.  R. 
405,  21  N.  E.  746,  holding  that  granddaughter  has  not  such  insurable  interest 
in  grandfather  as  will  uphold  policy  issued  directly  to  her  on  life  of  grand- 
father; Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Elison.  72  Kan.  199,  116  A.  S.  B.  189,  3 
L.K.A.(N.S.)  934,  83  Pac,  410,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  909;  Hardy  v.  .Etna  L. 
Ins.  Co.  152  N.  C.  286,  67  S.  E.  767, — ^holding  relationship  of  uncle  and  nephew 
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does  not  create  insurable  interest;  Ryan  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  117  Mo.  App. 
688,  93  S.  W.  347,  Hess  v.  Segenfelter,  127  Ky.  348,  128  Am.  St  Rep.  343,  14 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1172,  106  S.  W.  476,— holding  first  cousins  of  insured  have  no 
insurable  interest;  Reynolds  v.  Prudential  Ins.  Co.  88  Mo.  App.  679,  holding 
that  adult  independent  brothers  have  no  insurable  interest  in  life  of  each  other; 
Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Richards,  99  Mo,  App.  88,  72  S.  W.  487,  holding  that 
assignee  of  life  policy  having  no  other  insurable  interest  in  life  except  pre- 
miums paid  has  only  interest  to  extent  of  payments;  Strod'i  v.  Meyer  Bros, 
Drug  Co.  101  Mo.  App.  627,  74  S.  W.  379,  holding  creditor  beneficiai7  to  ex- 
tent of  his  debt  and  trustee  as  to  remainder  of  insurance  money,  where  policy 
taken  out  by  debtor  to  secure  creditor;  Masonic  Benev.  Asso.  v.  Bunch,  109  Mo. 
560,  19  S.  W.  25,  holding  that  sister  had  no  insurable  interest,  simply  as  such,, 
in  life  of  brother;  Brady  v.  Prudential  L.  Ins.  Co.  6  Kulp,  506,  holding  that  cou- 
sin has  no  insurable  interest  in  life  of  insured;  Woods  v.  Woods,  130  Ky.  162, 
19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  233,  113  S.  W.  79,  holding  relationship  of  parent  and  child 
constitutes  insurable  interest;  Deal  v.  Hainley,  135  Mo.  App.  507,  116  S.  W. 
1,  holding  no  insurable  interest  in  life  of  half  uncle. 

Cited  in  notes  in  57  A.  D.  102;  52  A.  R.  135;  46  A.  R.  189;  54  L.R.A.  233,— 
on  insurable  interest  in   life  of  relative;    75  A.  D.   131;   2  A.   S.   R.  575, — on 
insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  another;  52  A.  R.  138,  on  brother's  insurable 
interest  in  sister's  life. 
Necessity  of  beneflciary  having  pecuniary  interest  in  assured's  life. 

Cited  in  Alabama  Gold  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mobile  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  81  Ala.  329,  1  So. 
561;  Heusner  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  47  Mo.  App.  336;  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Rosenheim,  56  Mo.  App.  27;  Whitmore  v.  Supreme  Lodge  R.  L.  H.  100  Mo.  36. 
13  S.  W.  495, — holding  that  one  who  takes  out  policy  upon  life  of  another  must 
have  pecuniary  interest  in  life  of  assured. 

Cited  in  note  in  57  A.  D.  94,  as  to  whether  insurable  interest  in  another's, 
life  must  be  pecuniary. 
Meaning  of  term  ''spitting  of  blood"  in  reference  to  life  insurance. 

Cited  in  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robison,  22  L.R.A.  325,  7  C.  C.  A.  444,. 
19  IT.  S.  App.  266,  58  Fed.  723,  on  definition  of  term  "spitting  of  blood;"  Con- 
nable  v.  Clark,  26  Mo.  App.  162,  to  point  that  "spitting  of  blood"  is  one  of 
technical  terms  of  life  insurance  business. 

Cited  in  note  in  23  L.R.A. (N.S.)  918,  on  what  constitutes  "spitting  or  cough- 
ing blood." 

Admissibility  of  evidence  of  usage  and  custom  to  interpret  written  con- 
tract. 

Cited  in  notes  in  11  E.  R.  C.  229,  on  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  show 
that  by  usage  words  used  in  written  agreement  have  acquired  a  peculiar  mean- 
ing; 14  E.  R.  C.  49,  on  rule  as  to  admission  of  evidence  of  custom  of  merchants 
or  understanding  of  merchants  to  explain  expressions  in  policy  of  insurance 
which  are  inadequate  to  explain  themselves;  14  E.  R.  C.  672,  on  admissibility 
of  parol  evidence  to  interpret  written  contracts  and  to  show  usage  of  trade. 
Parol  evidence  to  vary  or  contradict  amblgnous  contracts. 

Cited  in  note  in  16  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1181,  on  parol  evidence  as  to  varying  or 
contradicting  written  contracts  in  case  of  ambiguities. 
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Admissibility  of  assured's  declarations. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  62  A.  R.  227,  on  admissibility  of  insured's  declara- 
tions tending  to  contradict  statements  in  application. 

Cited  in  notes  in  34  A.  R.  448,  on  declarations  ox  insured;   11  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
D4,  on  admissions  or  statements  by  assured  outside  of  application  as  evidence 
■against  beneficiary. 
Necessity  of  assignee  of  policy  having  insurable  interest. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  2  A.  S.  R.  575 ;  25  A.  S.  R.  123, — on  assignability  of 
life  policy  to  one  having  no  insurable  interest. 

Cited  in  note  in  47  A.  S.  R.  114,  on  necessity  that  assignee  of  life  policy  have 
insurable  interest. 
Wagering  policies  of  insurance. 

Cited  in  note  in  7  L.R.A.  219,  on  wagering  policies  of  insurance. 

m  AM.  REP.  829,  STATE  v.  WINGO,  66  MO.   181. 
Shifting  of  bnrden  of  proof  in  criminal  procedure. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  United  States,  88  C.  C.  A.  296,  158  Fed.  30,  holdiag 
that  burden  of  proof  never  shifts  from  prosecutor  to  defendant;  Gravely  v. 
State,  38  Neb.  871,  57  N.  W.  751,  holding  that  burden  of  proof  in  criminal 
•cases  never  shifts,  but  rests  upon  state  throughout  as  to  all  defenses  which  evi- 
dence tends  to  establish;  State  v.  Thornton,  10  S.  D.  349,  41  L.R.A.  530,  73  N. 
W.  196  (dissenting  opinion),  on  shifting  of  burden  of  proof  in  criminal  cases. 
*«  Instructions  as  to  burden  of  proof  in  prosecution  for  murder. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Alexander,  66  Mo.  148,  holding  that  intentional  killing  with 
dangerous  weapon  presumes  malice  and  slayer  must  adduce  sufficient  evidence 
to  create  in  minds  of  jury  reasonable  doubt  of  his  guilt;  State  v.  Hill,  69  Mo. 
451  y  holding  instruction  that  defendant  setting  up  self  defense  must  show  to 
reasonable  satisfaction  of  jury  that  he  killed  deceased  in  lawful  defense  of  his 
person,  erroneous;  State  v.  Wisdom,  84  Mo.  177,  holding  that  state  must  prove 
in  prosecution  for  murder  in  first  degree  wilfulness,  deliberation  and  malice 
aforethought;  State  v.  Hickam,  96  Mo.  323,  6  A.  S.  R.  54,  8  S.  W.  252,  holding 
that  state  failed  to  make  case  of  assault  with  intent  to  kill  if  upon  whole  evi- 
dence it  failed  to  prove  beyond  reasonable  doubt  that  shooting  was  done  by 
defendant  with  intent  to  kill  in  malice;  State  v.  Dierberger,  96  Mo.  666,  9  A. 
S.  R.  380,  10  S.  W.  168,  holding  instruction  that  law  will  presume  murder  in 
second  degree  from  simple  act  of  killing  by  officer  in  making  arrest,  erroneous; 
Territory  v.  Lucero,  8  N.  M.  543,  46  Pac.  18,  holding  instruction  to  jury  that 
malice  is  implied  from  fact  of  killing  and  that  it  devolved  upon  defendant  to 
establish  contrary  erroneous;  Dubose  v.  State,  10  Tex.  App.  230,  holding  charge 
which  in  effect  tells  jury  that  state  has  shown  that  defendant  killed  deceased 
and  it  now  devolves  upon  him  to  excuse  or  justify  killing  erroneous;  State  v. 
Jennings,  81  Mo.  185,  51  A.  R.  236  (dissenting  opinion),  on  instructions  as  to 
burden  of  proof  in  criminal  cases. 
Reasonable  doubt  as  applied  to  self-defense. 

Cited  in  note  in   19  L.R.A.(N.8.)    484,  491,  on  applicability  of  rule  of  rea- 
sonable doubt  to  self-defense  in  homicide. 
Inference  of  Intent  In  homicide. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  L.R.A.  815,  on  inference  of  intent  in  homicide. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


985  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  [321-343 

Mode  of  construing  chargre  to  Jury. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Reed,  117  Mo.  604,  23  S.  W.  886,  holding  court's  omission  to 
include  element  of  premeditation  in  one  of  its  instructions  defining  murder  not 
erroneous  where  other  instructions  fully  cover  subject. 

27  A3f.  REP.  337,  EX  PARTE  RENO,  66  MO.  266. 
Power  to  grant  pardon. 

Cited  in  Territory  v.  Richardson,  9  Okla.  579,  49  L.R.A.  440,  60  Pac.  244,. 
holding  power  to  grant  pardons  exclusive  of  judicial  and  legislative  authority. 
Validity  of  pardon. 

Cited  in  notes  in  69  A.  D.  575,  on  necessity  for  delivery  and  acceptance  to 
validity  of  pardon;  59  A.  D.  576,  on  failure  to  register  pardon  as  affecting  it» 
validity. 
Conclusiveness  of  pardon. 

Cited  in  Re  WilUams,  149  N.  C.  436,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  238,  63  S.  E.  108,  hold- 
ing pardon  delivered  to  attorney  is  irrevocable  if  conditions  are  complied  with^ 
Knapp  V.  Thomas,  39  Ohio  St.  377,  48  A.  R.  462,  holding  full  unconditional  par- 
don, delivered  irrevocable;  Ex  Parte  Houghton,  49  Or.  232,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
737,  89  Pac.  801,  13  A.  &  £.  Ann.  Cas.  1101,  holding  prisoner  accepting  condi- 
tional pardon  bound  by  its  terms. 

Cited   in   notes   in  59   A.   D.  581;   22   L.R.A.(N.S.)    239,— on   right  to   recall 
pardon. 
Presumption  of  acceptance  of  pardon. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Powell,  73  Ala.  517,  49  A.  R.  71,  holding  that  law  presumes 
that  pardon  was  accepted  in  absence  of  proof  of  prisoner's  dissent. 
Conditional  pardon. 

Cited  in  note  in  111  A.  S.  R.  110,  on  conditions  in  pardon. 
Husband  or  wife  as  witness  against  accused. 

Cited  in  note  in  22  L.RA.(N.S.)  240,  on  husband  or  wife  as  witness  against 
other  in  criminal  case. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  343,  DRITT  v.  SNODGRASS,   66  MO.   286. 
Power  of  school  authorities. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Stallard  v.  White,  82  Ind.  278,  42  A.  R.  496,  holding 
that  university  trustees  have  power  to  prohibit  attendance  of  students  at  fra- 
ternity meetings  whenever  it  tends  to  interfere  in  material  degree  with  proper 
relations  of  student  to  university;  Hobbs  v.  Germany,  94  Miss.  469,  22  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  983,  49  So.  515,  holding  school  trustees  cannot  compel  pupils  to  study 
at  home  during  certain  evening  hours;  State  v.  Boyer,  70  Mo.  App.  156,  hold- 
ing tliat  school  teacher  has  right  to  inflict  reasonable  corporal  punishment  for 
violation  of  reasonable  rules;  Ilaycraft  v.  Grigsby,  88  Mo.  App.  354,  holding 
reasonable  punishment  from  malicious  motive  impossible;  King  v.  Jefferson 
City  School  Board,  71  Mo.  628,  36  A.  R.  409,  holding  rule  subjecting  any  pupil 
absent  six  half  days  in  four  consecutive  weeks,  without  satisfactory  excuse,  to 
8uspensi<in,  reasonable  and  proper:  State  ex  rel.  O'Bannon  v.  Colo.  220  Mo.  607, 
22  L.R.A.(X.S.)  086,  119  S.  W.  424.  holding  school  board  may  make  external 
vaccination  condition  precedent  to  attendance  at  scliool;  State  ex  rel.  Dresser 
V.  District  Board,  135  Wis.  619,  128  A.  S.  R.  10.-)0,  16  L.R.A. (X.S.)  730,  lift 
N.  W.  232,  holding  school  authorities  may  suspend  pupils  for  misconduct. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  76  A.  D.  165,  166,  on  authority,  duties,  and  powers,  of  school 
teacher;  6  L.R.A.  534,  on  rules  and  regulations  for  management  and  conduct 
of  pupils  in  public  schools. 

—  Over  offenses  committed  after  school  hours. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Clark  v.  Osborne,  24  Mo.  App.  309;  State  ex  rel.  Clark 
V.  Osborne,  32  Mo.  App.  536, — holding  rule  which  assumes  to  exercise  control 
over  student  and  govern  her  conduct  while  under  parental  eye  unauthorized; 
Deskins  v.  Gose,  85  Mo.  485,  55  A.  R.  387,  holding  rule  forbidding  pupils  from 
quarreling  and  using  profane  language  on  their  way  home  reasonable  and  need- 
ful. 

Cited  in  notes  in  41  L.R.A.  604,  on  right  to  control  conduct  of  pupil  after  re- 
lation of  pupil  and  teacher  has  ceased;  3  L.R.A. (N.S.)  497,  on  power  of  school 
authorities  over  pupils  while  outside  of  school  grounds. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Dresser  v.  School  Dist.  No.  1,  135  Wis.  610,  128 
A.  S.  R.  1050,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  730,  116  N.  W.  232,  holding  school  authorities 
<*mpowered  to  suspend  pupil  causing  publication  in  newspaper  of  satirical  poeni 
reflecting  on  regulations  of  school. 

—  Power  to  remove  instructors. 

Cited  in  Hartigan  v.  West  Virginia  University,  49  W.  Va.  14,  38  S.  E.  698 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  nature  of  power  of  removal  of  State  University  pro- 
fessor for  cause. 
Liability  of  school  officials. 

Cited  in  Board  of  Education  v.  Purse,  101  Ga.  422,  65  A.  S.  R.  312,  41  L.R.A. 
593,  28  S.  £.  876,  holding  right  of  child  to  recover  against  public  officials  for 
unlawful  suspension  from  school  limited  to  cases  where  officials  acted  wantonly 
or  maliciously;  Fertich  v.  Michener,  111  Ind.  472,  60  A.  R.  709,  11  N.  E.  605, 
holding  school  officer  not  personally  liable  for  mere  mistake  in  judgment  in 
government  of  school;  Albers  v.  Merchants'  Exch.  138  Mo.  140,  39  S.  W.  473, 
holding  ministerial  officers  liable  only  when  their  official  acts  are  done  through 
malice  or  wilful  oppression. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  54  A.  R.  347,  on  personal  liability  of  school  direc- 
tors for  dismissing  teacher  before  expiration  of  term. 
Causes  of  suspension  and  expulsion  from  school. 

Cited  in  note  in  65  A.  S.  R.  335,  on  causes  of  suspension  and  expulsion  from 
school. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  851,  GAIiWAY  T.  SHIELDS,  66  MO.  318. 

Right  of  parties  to  waive  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Redman  v.  Durant,  69  Mo.  App.  390,  holding  that  par- 
ties to  sale  may  disregard  or  waive  requirements  of  statute  of  frauds. 
Right  to  recover  money  paid  under  contract  within  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  Parker  v.  Niggeman,  6  Mo.  App.  546,  holding  that  party  to  oral  con- 
tract for  sale  of  lands  cannot  avoid  responsibility  for  so  much  of  contract  as 
has  been  executed  by  other  party;  Phillips  v.  Schall,  21  Mo.  App.  38,  holding 
that  statute  of  frauds  did  not  nullify  oral  contract  of  sale  as  long  as  vendor  rec- 
ognized and  affirmed  it;  Kibler  v.  Barker,  45  Mo.  App.  109,  holding  one  who  re- 
ceives money  and  property  in  part  payment  of  purchase  price  of  land  under 
parol  contract  responsible  for  money  paid,  if  vendee  is  ready  and  willing  to  per- 
form on  her  part;  Cozad  v.  Elam,  116  Mo.  App.  136,  91  S.  W.  434,  holding  that 
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payments  made  under  parol  contracts  within  statute  of  frauds  cannot  be  re- 
claimed so  long  as  party  receiving  them  is  not  at  fault;  Lang  v.  Mi^rphy,  137 
Mo.  App.  217,  117  S.  W.  665,  holding  one  cannot  recover  price  of  merchandise 
delivered  under  oral  contract  as  consideration  for  transfer  of  land,  where  vend- 
or is  willing  to  transfer,  land ;  Simmons  v.  Headlee,  94  Mo.  482,  7  S.  W.  20,  hold- 
ing that  entire  performance  of  parol  agreement  for  conveyance  of  land  on  part  of 
vendee  in  possession  takes  it  out  of  statute  of  frauds;  Johnson  v.  Puget  Mill 
Co.  28  Wash.  515,  68  Pac.  867,  holding  that  oral  contract  for  sale  of  realty 
<»annot  be  avoided  by  purchaser  in  possession  and  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceivetl  maintained  for  installment  of  purchase  price  paid;  Longacre  v.  Stanley, 
132  Mo.  App.  192,  111  S.  W.  865,  on  right  to  recover  back  money  paid  under 
void  agreement. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  1  A.  S.  R.  623,  on  right  of  action  to  recover  con- 
sideration paid  on  oral  agreement  for  purchase  of  land  where  vendor  is  willing 
to  fulfil;  8  A.  S.  R.  643,  on  right  to  recover  consideration  paid  on  oral  agree- 
ment for  sale  of  lands;  38  A.  S.  R.  133,  as  to  whether  purchase  money  paid 
under  contract  void  by  statute  of  frauds  can  be  recovered. 

Cited  in  note  in  105  A.  S.  R.  794,  on  recovery  of  money  paid  under  contract 
imenforceable  by  statute  of  frauds  where  vendor  is  willing  to  perform. 

Distinguished  in  Schlanker  v.  Smith,  27  Mo.  App.  516,  holding  purchase  of 
land  as  much  within  statute  of  frauds  as  sale  of  it. 
Forfeiture  of  partial  payment. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  42  A.  S.  R.  417,  on  forfeiture  of  partial  payment  by 
vendee. 

Payment  on  verbal  contract  as  warranting  equitable  relief. 

Cited  in  note  in  5  L.R.A.  326,  on  sufficiency  of  payment  on  verbal  contract 
to  warrant  relief  in  equity. 

187  AM.  REP.   854,  CONWAY  v.  REED,   66  MO.  846. 
liiability  of  infant  for  his  torts. 

Cited  in  Fears  v.  Riley,  148  Mo.  49,  49  S.  W.  836,  holding  infant  who  circu- 
lates libel  liable  in  action  for  tort;  Wiley  v.  W.  A.  &  John  S.  Heard,  1  Tex.  App. 
Civ.  Cas.  (White  &  W.)  686,  holding  infant  liable  for  his  torts  in  same  manner 
as  adult. 

Cited  in  notes  in  33  A.  D.  179;  57  L.R.A.  674,— on  liability  of  infant  for 
torts. 

liiability  for  accidental  loss  or  injury. 

Cited  in  note  in  E.  R.  C.  210,  on  liability  for  accidental  loss  or  injury. 
Burden  of  proof  in  civil  action  for  assault  and  battery. 

Cited  in  Rutherford  v.  Foster,  60  C.  C.  A.  129,  125  Fed.  187,  holding  burden 
on  one  committing  assault  and  battery  with  deadly  weapon  to  show  by  fair  pre- 
ponderance of  evidence  facts  in  justification  or  mitigation;  Orscheln  v.  Scott. 
90  Mo.  App.  352.  holding  that  plaintiff  in  action  for  assault  and  battery  need 
not  show  that  striking  was  done  in  necessary  defense  of  defendant;  Happy  v. 
Prichard.  Ill  Mo.  App.  6,  85  S.  W.  655.  holdinof  that  plaintiff  in  action  for  n«5- 
sault  and  battery  need  only  prove  assault  with  weapon  to  make  prima  ^a^'io 
case;  Gilbeline  v.  Smith,  106  Mo.  App.  545,  80  S.  W.  961,  holding  no  recovery 
for  neprligont  assault  on  petition  charging  violent,  insolent  and  wilful  assault 
and  battery:  Morgan  v.  Mulhall.  214  Mo.  451,  114  S.  W.  4,  holding  burden  of 
proof  on  plaintiff  only  to  show  shooting  and  injury. 
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Distinguished  in  O'Brien  v.  Loomis,  43  Mo.  App.  29,  holding  that  plaintiflT 
suing  for  injury  caused  by  negligence  of  defendant  cannot  recover  for  inten- 
tional injury;  Dowell  v.  Guthrie,  99  Mo.  653,  17  A.  S.  R.  698,  12  S.  \\\  900, 
holding  burden  of  proof  on  plaintiff  throughout  trial  where  case  founded  on  neg- 
ligence and  not  intentional  injury. 
Departure  of  instructions  from  pleadings. 

Cited  in  Owens  v.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  &  C.  B.  R.  Co.  95  Mo.  169,  6  A.  S.  R. 
39,  8  8.  W.  360;  Lange  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  208  Mo.  458,  106  S.  W.  660,— 
holding  instruction  no  departure  from  petition  where  petition  contains  all  alle- 
gations of  fact  which  instruction  requires  and  more  too;  Schultze  v.  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  32  Mo.  App.  438,  holding  caae  not  one  declaring  upon  one  cause  of 
action  and  recovering  upon  another  where  petition  covers  more  than  instructions- 
and  instructions  presented  no  issue  outside  of  pleadings. 

27   AM.  REP.   859,  DYER  v.  BRANNOCK,   66  MO.   391. 
Validity  of  contract  of  marriage. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  69  A.  D.  615,  618;  33  A.  S.  R.  144,— on  validity 
of  marriage  per  verba  de  prnesenti  followed  by  cohabitation. 

Cited  in  notes  in  46  A.  D.  132,  on  effects  of  marriage  during  continuance  of 
prior  valid  marriage;  124  A.  S.  R.  109,  on  contract  of  marriage  by  agreement 
in  words  of  present  tense;  11  L.R.A.  687,  on  form  necessary  to  validity  of  con- 
tract of  marriage. 
Validity  of  common  law  marriage. 

Cited  in  Walker's  Estate,  5  Ariz.  70,  46  Pac.  67,  holding  common  law  marri- 
ages not  recognized  in  this  territory. 

Cited  in  note  in  17  E.  R.  C.  172,  on  validity  of  common-law  marriage. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Wilbur.  8  Wash.  35,  40  A.  S.  R.  886,  35  Pac.  407.  holdings 
marriage  of  white  man  with  Indian  woman  pursuant  to  tribal  customs  and  oit 
reservation  void. 
—  Effect  of  directory  statute  regulating  marriage. 

Cited  in  Mathewson  v.  Phoenix  Iron  Foundry,  20  Fed.  281,  holding  that  direc- 
tory statute  re<rulating  marriage  does  not  prohibit  common  law  marriages;  State 
V.  Bittick,  103  Mo.  183,  23  A.  S.  R.  869,  11  L.R.A.  587,  15  S.  W.  325,  holding 
common  law  niarriacfe  valid  under  statutes  regulating  marriage  ceremony,  unless 
such  statutes  expressly  declare  them  void  if  not  solemnized  in  conformity  with 
statute;  State  v.  Zichfeld,  23  Nev.  304,  62  A.  S.  R.  800,  34  L.R.A.  784,  46  Pac. 
802,  holdinpr  that  directory  statute  reji^ilating  marriages  does  not  render  void 
common  law  marriage  by  contract  per  verba  de  prapsenti :  Peck  v.  Peck.  12  R.  T. 
485.  34  A.  R.  702,  on  whether  common  law  marriage  is  valid  in  absence  of  any 
prohibitory  language  in  statute  regulating  marriages. 

Cited  in  note  in  2  L.R.A. (N.S.)   354,  on  effect  of  statute  on  validity  of  com- 
mon-law marriage. 
WTiat    ronstitntes    common    law   marriage. 

Cited  in  T'niled  States  v.  Hays,  20  Fed.  710.  holding  marriage  presumed  from 
onntinuod  intercourse  of  parties  and  holding  of  themselves  out  to  world  as  hus- 
band and  wife;  United  States  v.  Route.  33  Fed.  246,  holding  agreement  to  be- 
come  husband  and  wife  immediately  followed  by  cohabitation  as  such  for  con- 
Ridorahlo  period  constitutes  valid  marriage;  Teter  v.  Teter,  101  Ind.  129,  51 
A.  R.  742,  holding  no  formal  words  essential  to  valid  marriage  where  there  \» 
agreement  to  form  present  matrimonial  connection,  followed  by  cohabitation  as 
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husband  and  wife;  Imboden  v.  St  Louis  Union  Trust  Co.  Ill  Mo.  App.  220, 
-86  S.  W.  263,  holding  marriage  civil  contract  by  man  and  woman  competent  to 
■contract,  whereby  they  are  mutually  bound  to  each  other  for  life,  for  discharge 
to  each  other  and  public  of  duties  which  by  law  flows  from  contract;  Groodfellow 
V.  Shannon,  197  Mo.  271,  94  S.  W.  979,  holding  present  assumption  of  marri- 
age status  necessary  when  consent  to  marry  is  manifested  by  words  de  prsesenti; 
Davis  V.  Stouffer,  132  Mo.  App.  666,  112  S.  W.  282,  holding  cohabitation  un- 
necessary to  valid  marriage. 

Cited  in  note  in  124  A.  S.  R.  106,  on  essentials  of  common-law  marriage. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Cooper,  103  Mo.  266,  16  S.  W.  327,  holding  that  pre- 
vious marriage  in  prosecution  for  bigamy  may  be  inferred  from  circumstances. 
Legitimacy  of  children  of  void  marriages. 

Cited  in  Green  v.  Green,  126  Mo.  17,  28  S.  W.  752,  holding  decree  annulling 
void  marriage  not  necessary  in  order  to  render  children   legitimate;    Watts  v. 
Owens,  62  Wis.  512,  22  N.  W.  720,  holding  issue  of  void  marriage  legitimate. 
Rigbt  of  inheritance  —  By  children  of  null  marriage. 

Cited  in  note  in  23  L.R.A.  753,  on  inheritance  by  children  of  marriage  null  in 
law. 

—  Through   bastards. 

Cited  ip  note  in  56  A.  D.  265,  on  right  of  inheritance  from  or  through  bas- 
tards. 

Running  of  limitations  against  married  women  and  their  heirs. 

Cited  in  Campbell  v.  Laclede  Gaslight  Co.  84  Mo.  352,  holding  that  disability 
of  marriage  cannot  be  added  to  that  of  minority  to  extend  operation  of  statute 
of  limitations;  Bradley  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  91  Mo.  493,  4  S.  W.  427,  holding 
that  statute  of  limitations  will  not  begin  to  run  against  wife  or  her  heirs  un- 
til husband's  death,  where  latter  conveys  his  estate  as  tenant  by  curtesy;  Miller 
V.  Quick,  158  Mo.  495,  59  S.  W.  955,  holding  that  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
begin  to  run  against  wife's  heirs  until  husband's  death  where  latter  deeds  land 
after  curtesy  consummated;  Harris  v.  Ross,  86  Mo.  89,  66  A.  R.  411;  Embree 
V.  Patrick,  72  Mo.  173, — to  point  that  tenancy  by  courtesy  stopped  running  of 
statute  of  limitations  as  against  heir  of  married  woman  whose  husband  sur- 
vives her;  Dyer  v.  Wittier,  89  Mo.  81,  68  A.  R.  85,  14  S.  W.  518  (reversing  14 
Mo.  App.  52),  holding  that  statute  of  limitations  does  not  begin  to  run  against 
heir  of  wife  until  termination  of  husband's  curtesy  consummate  by  his  death. 
Statute  of  limitations  in  ejectment  actions. 

Cited  in  Graham  v.  Ketchmn,  192  Mo.  16,  90  S.  W.  350,  holding  no  person 
barred  by  ten-year  statute  of  limitations  from  maintaining  ejectment  except  such 
as  have  present  existing  right  to  enforce  action  or  make  entry. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  378,  PHELPS  v.  McNEELY,  66  MO.  554. 
Priorities  between  partnership  and  individual  creditors. 

Cited  in  Franklin  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  v.  Henderson,  86  3Id.  452,  63  A.  S.  R. 
624,  38  Atl.  991,  holding  firm  creditors  entitled  to  priority  of  payment  out  of 
partnership  assets;  Level  v.  Farris,  24  Mo.  App.  445;  Cook  v.  Harrington,  31 
Mo.  App.  199;  McDonald  v.  Cash,  45  Mo.  App.  66;  Ewart  v.  Tootle,  50  Mo.  App. 
322;  McDonald  v.  Cash,  57  Mo.  App.  536;  Shakelford  v.  Clark,  78  Mo.  491;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Brennersen,  97  Mo.  145,  10  S.  W.  884, — holding  partnership  prop- 
erty subject  to  payment  of  firm  debts  in  preference  to  individual  debt  of  one 


Digitized  by 


Google 


27  AM.  REP.]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  990 

partner;  Ault  v.  Bradley,  191  Mo.  709,  90  S.  W.  776;  Hundley  v.  Farris,  103  Mo. 
78,  23  A.  S.  R.  863,  12  L.R.A.  254,  15  S.  W.  312,— holding  that  partnership 
creditors  have  primary  and  exclusive  claim  upon  firm  assets  of  insolvent  part- 
ners when  same  are  distributed;  Millhiser  v.  McKinley,  98  Va.  207,  35  S.  E, 
446,  holding  that  partnership  creditors  have  no  inherent  right  to  have  part- 
nership assets  applied  to  payment  of  partnership  debts  in  preference  to  individual 
debts  of  partners. 

Cited  in  notes  in  36  A.  R.  306,  on  preference  as  to  creditors  of  insolvent 
partnership;  6  L.R.A.  740,  on  application  of  partnership  property  to  firm 
debts. 

—  Partner's  power  to  appropriate  firm  assets  to  individual  debts'. 
Cited  in  Noble  v.  Miley,  20  Mo.  App.  360,  holding  that  one  member  of  firm 

cannot  appropriate  its  property  without  consent  of  copartners,  to  payment  of 
his  individual  debts;  Hagar  v.  Graves,  25  Mo.  App.  164,  holding  one  know^ingly 
taking  property  of  firm  in  payment  of  individual  debt  of  one  of  members  guilty 
of  fraud;  Edward  v.  McCune,  47  Mo.  App.  307,  holding  rule  of  distribution  of 
partnership  assets  giving  preference  to  firm  creditors  not  to  be  defeated  by  any 
act  which  partners  may  concur  in  doing  when  firm  is  insolvent  or  in  preparation 
of  insolvency;  Sexton  v.  Anderson,  95  Mo.  373,  8  S.  W.  564,  holding  that  one 
partner  may  apply  partnership  property  to  payment  of  his  individual  debt,, 
if  done  with  consent  of  other  partners;  Reyburn  v.  Mitchell,  106  Mo.  365,  27 
A.  S.  R.  350,  16  S.  W.  592,  holding  that  one  partner's  acquiscence  in  mortgage- 
by  other  of  latter's  interest  in  property  to  secure  individual  debt  will  not  defeat 
right  of  firm  creditors  to  their  preference  therein;  Blake  v.  Third  Nat.  Bank,  211> 
Mo.  644,  118  S,  W.  641,  holding  partner  cannot  use  partnersliip  property  to- 
discharge  personal  obligation;  Jackson  Bank  v.  Durfey,  72  Miss.  971,  48  A.  S.  B. 
596,  31  L.R.A.  470,  18  So.  456,  holding  that  partners  who  contemplate  insol- 
vency cannot  divert  firm  property  and  apply  it  to  payment  of  debts  of  individual 
members  to  prevent  its  subjection  by  firm  creditors. 

Disapproved  in  Ellison  v.  Lucas,  87  Ga.  223,  27  A.  S.  R.  242,  13  S.  E.  445, 
holding  that  mere  insolvency  will  not  deprive  partners  of  their  right  to  dis- 
pose of  property  to  individual  creditors   if  sale  made   in  good   faith. 

Overruled  in  Re  Edwards,  122  Mo.  426,  29  L.R.A.  681,  26  S.  W.  904,  holding 
firm  notes  given  in  satisfaction  of  individual  debts  of  partners  long  prior  to 
dissolution   of   firm   valid. 

—  Effect  of  assignment  of  interest  in  insolvent  firm  by  retiring  partner. 
Cited  in  Re  Terens,  175   Fed.  495,  holding  transfer  by  one  partner  to  other 

of  interest  in  firm  is  fraudulent  as  against  firm  creditors,  where  firm  is  in- 
solvent; Darby  v.  Gilligan,  33  W.  Va.  246,  6  L.R.A.  740,  10  S.  E.  400,  holding 
that  transfer  of  one  partner's  interest  in  insolvent  firm  to  other  partner  upon 
latters'  agreement  to  assimie  debts  dos  not  entitle  him  to  devote  property  to 
payment  of  his  individual  creditors;  Thayer  v.  Humphry,  91  Wis.  276,  51 
A.  S.  R.  887,  30  L.R.A.  549,  64  N.  W.  1007,  holding  creditors  of  old  firm  en« 
titled  to  have  assets  of  new  firm  assuming  debts  of  old  one  applied  to  pay- 
ment of  their  claims  in  preference  to  individual  creditors. 

Cited  in  note  in  30  A.  R.  537,  on  effect  of  transfer  by  partner  of  firm  assets. 
Assumption  of  debts  on  dissolution  of  partnership. 

Cited  in  note  in  9  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  104,  on  assumption  of  debts  on  dissolution 
of  partnership  as   affecting  resort  to   partnership   property. 
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Right  to  recover  money  paid  by  partner  from  firm  assets. 

Cited  in  note  in  7  A.  S.  R.  380,  on  right  to  recover  back  money  paid  by 
partner   from   firm   assets. 

2  7   AM.  REP.   382,  AMERICAN  UNION  EXP.  CO.  v.  ST.  JOSEPH,   66 

MO.  675. 
Power  of  municipalities  to  tax  occupations  and  business. 

Cited  in  Newton  v.  Atchison,  31  Kan.  151,  47  A.  R.  486,  1  Pac.  288,  hold- 
ing that  express  direction  to  impose  tax  on  all  property  by  uniform  rule 
does  not  exclude  taxation  upon  that  which  is  not  property;  Kansas  v.  Corri- 
gan,  18  Mo.  App.  206,  holding  that  tax  upon  occupations  and  professions  had 
to  be  uniform  and  fall  alike  upon  all  persons  engaged  in  same  business; 
Aurora  v.  McGannon,  138  Mo.  38,  39  S.  W.  469,  holding  that  municipality  may 
collect  ad  valorem  tax  upon  property  used  in.  pursuit  as  condition  to  right 
to  carry  on  pursuit. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  28  A.  R.  794,  on  validity  of  tax  upon  traveling 
merchants. 

Cited  in  note  in  34  A.  D.  639,  on  licensing  and  regulation  of  trades,  occu- 
pations, employments,  and  amusements,  by  the  municipalities. 

Distinguished  in  Kansas  City  v.  Whipple,  136  Mo.  475,  58  A.  S.  R.  657, 
35  L.R.A.  747,  38  S.  W.  295,  holding  charter  of  city  requiring  levy  of  poll 
*:ax  for  not  voting  in  violation  of  constitution  providing  uniformity  of  taxes, 
upon   same  class  of  subjects. 

—  Railroad   companies. 

Cited  in  Denver  City  R.  Co.  v.  Denver,  21  Colo.  350,  52  A.  S.  R.  239,  21) 
L.R.A.  608,  41  Pac.  826,  holding  that  constitutional  provision  relating  to  uni- 
formity of  taxation  does  not  apply  to  taxation  imposed  upon  privilege  of 
operating  street   railroad. 

—  Insurance  business. 

Cited  in  St.  Joseph  v.  Ernst,  95  Mo.  360,  8  S.  W.  558,  holding  that  city  may 
collect  revenue  tax  both  by  way  of  license  and  tax  on  net  income  of  foreign 
insurance  companies;  State  v.  Stone,  118  Mo.  388,  40  A.  S.  R.  388,  25  L.R.A. 
243,  24  S.  W.  164,  holding  that  state  may  prescribe  conditions  on  which  in- 
surance company  may  do  business  within  its  limits. 

—  Real  estate  agents. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  v.  McCann,  157  Mo.  301,  57  S.  W.  1016,  holding  city  au- 
thorized to  require  occupation  license  tax  from  real  estate  men  doing  busi- 
ness within  city. 

—  Sewing  machine  agents^ 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  v.  Bowler,  94  Mo.  630,  7  S.  W.  434,  holding  ordinance  re- 
quiring all  sewing  machines  agents  to  pay  license  tax  not  in  violation  of 
constitutional  provision  relating  to  uniform  taxation  of  same  class  of  sub- 
jects. 

—  Meat  marliets. 

Cited  in  St.  Tx)uis  v.  Spiegel,  75  Mo.  145  (reversing  8  Mo.  App.  478),  hold- 
ing license  fee  imposed  upon  keepers  of  meat  shops  tax  which  must  be  uni- 
form within  territorial  limits  of  city  imposing  it. 

—  Drag  business. 

Cited   in   Tulloss  v.   Sedan,   31   Kan.   165,   1   Pac   285,   holding  ordinance   re- 
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quiring   druggists    having  permits   to   sell    intoxicating    liquors   to    pay    liceuae 
tax  four  times  larger  than  druggists  having  no  permits  valid. 
<— liaw  practice. 

Cited   in   St.    LouiS'  v.   Sternberg,   69    Mo.    289,   holding   ordinance   imposing 
equal  tax  per  annum  on  every  lawyer  in  city  valid. 
License  tax  upon  basiness  as  property  tax. 

Cited  in  Salt  Lake  City  v.  Christensen  Co.  34  Utah,  38,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
898,  95  Pac.  523,  holding  license  tax  upon  business  is  not  direct  tax  upon  prop- 
erty. 

Constitutional    limitation    on    power    to    impose    license    or    occupation 
taxes. 

Cited   in  note  in   129  Am.   St.  R.   255,   269,  on   constitutional  limitations  on 
power  to  impose  license  or  occupation  taxes. 
Power  of  state  to  tax. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  49  A.  D.  134,  on  power  of  state  to  tax  all  persons. 
Effect  of  delegation  of  power  to  tax  on  rights  of  cities. 

Cited  in   Farrar  v.   St.  Louis,   80  Mo.  379,   holding  that  city  delegated  with 
power  to   pave  streets   and  assess  cost   on  adjoining  property  may   adopt  any 
method  in  apportioning  cost  which  legislature  could  adopt. 
Constitutional  equality  in  taxation. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Lawrence,  79  Kan.  234,  300  Pac.  485,  holding  tax  levied 
to  pay  bonds  issued  by  city  in  aid  of  university  is  not  unconstitutional  as 
un-uniform  and  unequal  taxation. 

Cited  in  note  in  1  L.R.A.  758,  on  equality  and  uniformity  of  taxation. 
—  Corporate  taxation. 

Cited  in  notes  in  60  L.R.A.  334,  on  constitutional  equality  in  corporate  taxa- 
tion as  applied  to  exercises  upon  franchises,  privileges,  and  occupations;  60 
L.R.A.  340,  on  power  to  classify  corporations  with  respect  to  constitutional 
equality  of  taxation;  60  L.R.A.  346,  on  reasonable  classifications  of  corpo- 
rations with  respect  to  equality  of  taxation;  60  L.R.A.  357,  on  consistent  laws 
as  to  equality  in  relation  to  corporate  taxation. 
Taxation  of  telegraph,  railroad,  and  express  companies. 

Cited  in  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Barnes,  2  N.  D.  310,  61  N.  W.  386  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  on  power  to  territorial  legislature  to  tax  gross  earnings  of 
railroad  companies. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  27  A.  R.  662,  on  constitutionality  of  ad  valorem 
tax  against  express  company. 

Cited  in  notes  in  1  L.R.A.  233,  on  tax  on  gross  receipts  of  railroads;  6 
L.R.A.  303,  on  tax  on  franchise  or  business  of  express  companies;  60  L.R.A. 
689,  on  taxation  of  telegraph,  railroad,  express,  and  other  transportation 
business  engaged  in  interstate  commerce. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  United  States  &  C.  Exp.  Co.  60  N.  H.  219,  holding 
tax  on  gross  receipts  of  express  companies  unequal  division  of  public  expense 
and   unconstitutional. 

2  7   AM.  REP.   387,  STATE  v.  DAVIS,   66  MO.   684. 
Right  of  defendant  in  criminal  case  to  full  panel. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Culler,  82  Mo.  623;  State  v.  Bryant,  93  Mo.  273,  6  S.  W. 
102;  State  v.  Foley,  144  Mo.  600,  46  S.  W.  733;  State  v.  May,  168  Mo.  122,  67 
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S.   VV.   566, — holding  that   accused  could  not   be  compelled  to  make  his   chal- 
ienges  until  panel  was  full  and  complete. 
—  Waiier  of  right. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Robertson,  71  Mo.  446,  holding  that  accused  cannot  set 
up  after  conviction  that  panel  of  jurors  was  insufficient  in  number;  State  v. 
Bell,  166  Mo.  106,  65  S.  \V.  736,  holding  that  defendant  could  waive  his  right 
to  complete  general  panel,  before  making  his  peremptory  challenges  if  he  so 
desired;  State  v.  Reele,  105  Mo.  38,  16  S.  W.  509,  holding  that  statutory  rights 
may  be  waived  by  defendant  in  criminal  case  when  done  voluntarily  and  of 
his  own  head. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Blan,  69  Mo.  317,  holding  that  accused  can  waive 
objections  to  evidence. 
Power  of  prisoner  to  waive  his  right  to  trial  by  Jury  generally. 

Cited  in  Harris  v.  People,  128  111.  585,  15  A.  S.  R.  153,  21  N.  E.  563,  holding 
that  waiver  of  jury  in  criminal  case  cannot  confer  jurisdiction  upon  judge; 
Arnold  v.  State,  38  Neb.  762,  57  N.  W.  378,  holding  that-  neither  accused  nor 
state's  attorney  can  waive  jury  trial  of  issues  raised  by  plea  in  bar. 

27   AM.  REP.    890,  McREA  v.  AM£RICUS,   59   GA.    168. 
Municipal  ordinance  and  state  law  on  same  subject. 

Cited  in  Callaway  v.  Mims,  5  Ga.  App.  9,  62  S.  £.  654,  holding  municipality 
may  prohibit  "blind  tigers"  notwithstanding  state  liquor  law;  Wright  v. 
Macon,  5  Ga.  App.  750,  64  S.  E.  807,  on  distinction  between  violation  of  muni- 
cipal  ordinance  and  state  law. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  68  A.  D.  455,  on  validity  of  town  law  not  consis- 
tent with  general  laws  of  state. 
Wiiat  constitutes  former  Jeopardy. 

Cited  in  notes  in  77  A.  D.  697 ;  21  L.  ed.  U.  S.  875,— on  what  constitutes  for- 
mer jeopardy. 

Hi^lit  to  prosecute  ander  both  manicipal  and  state  laws. 
— Cited  in  Purdy  v.  State,  68  Ga.  295^  holding  conviction  of  retail  liquor  dealer 
in  mayor's  court  for  violation  of  city  closing  ordinance  no  bar  to  prosecution 
by  state  for  keeping  open  tippling  house  on  Sunday;  De  Graffenreid  v.  State, 
72  Ga.  212,  holding  conviction  in  mayor's  court  under  municipal  ordinance,  for 
disturbing  peace,  no  bar  to  further  prosecution  by  state  for  assault  and  bat- 
tery, though  same  transaction  involved  in  both  cases;  Mabra  v.  Atlanta,  78 
Ga.  679,  4  S.  E.  154,  holding  that  offender  will  be  liable  to  prosecution  under 
statute  for  unlawful  selling  of  liquor,  when  sale  consummated,  will  not  hinder 
his  being  punished  under  ordinance  for  keeping  for  unlawful  sale;  Pearson  v. 
Wimbish,  124  Ga.  701,  52  S.  E.  751,  4  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  501,  holding  that 
offense  against  city  results  from  violation  of  municipal  ordinance;  Sutton  v. 
Washington,  4  Ga.  App.  30,  60  S.  E.  811,  holding  acquittal  under  state  law  no 
defense  to  prosecution  for  violation  of  municipal  ordinance  as  to  sale  of  li- 
quor; State  V.  Taylor,  133  N.  C.  755,  46  S.  E.  5,  holding  conviction  of  violat- 
ing city  ordinance  punishing  disorderly  conduct  no  bar  to  state  prosecution  for 
assault;  Porter  v.  State,  124  Ga.  297,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  730,  52  S.  E.  283  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  formality  required  in  arresting  violators  of  municipal 
ordinances. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  7  A.  S.  R.  595,  as  to  when  act  is  not  punishable 
Am.   Rep.   Vol.   XVI.— 63. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


27  AjM.  rep.]  notes  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS  994 

under  general  state  statute  after  punishment  under  city  ordinance;  40  A  S.  R. 
259,  on  prosecution  by  state  for  violation  of  city  ordinance  aa  bar  to  subse- 
quent prosecution  by  city. 

Cited  in  notes  in  32  A.  R.  539;  22  A.  S.  R.  219;  17  L.R.A.  69,— on  convicticm 
cinder  municipal  ordinance  as  bar  to  prosecution  by  state;  92  A.  S,  R.  100^ 
on  plea  of  former  jeopardy  where  act  violates  both  state  law  and  municipal 
ordinance;  92  A.  S.  R.  143,  on  assault  and  breach  of  peace  within  rule  as  to- 
former  jeopardy. 

Distinguished  in  Kahn  v.  Macon,  95  Ga.  419,  22  S.  E.  641,  holding  that  re- 
corder had  no  authority  to  impose  fine  as  for  violation  of  ordinance  for  "di» 
orderly  conduct**  where  accused  were  guilty  only  of  gambling,  a  state  offense^ 

27  AM.  REP.  898,  SMITH  v.  STATE,  59  GA.  513, 
Riffht  to  poll  Jary. 

Cited  in  note  in  30  A.  R.  500,  on  right  to  poll  jury. 
Power  of  prisoner  to  waive  ri^ht  to  be  present  at  reception  of  verdict. 

Cited  in  Cawthon  v.  State,  119  Ga.  395,  46  S.  E.  897,  holding  prisoner  who 
does  not  repudiate  action  of  attorney  in  waiving  former's  right  to  be  present 
at  reception  of  verdict  estopped  to  repudiate  same  after  verdict  so  received. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  29  A.  R.  442,  on  validity  of  verdict  received  in  ab- 
sence of  prisoner. 

Cited  in  notes  in  68  A.  D.  224,  on  necessity  for  accused's  presence  at  I'en- 
dition  of  verdict  in  case  of  felony;    14  L.R.A. (N.S.)    604,  on  right  of  accused 
to  waive  his  presence  at  time  of  receiving  verdict  on  trial  for  felony. 
Status  of  Jary  on  dispersion  after  agreeing  on  verdict. 

Cited  in  Wells  v.  State,  116  Ga.  87,  42  S.  E.  390,  holding  jury  functua 
officio  when  verdict  agreed  on  and  jury  dispersed. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  894,  SHEPPERD  v.  SUMPTER  COUNTY,  59  GA.  535. 
Right  of  state  and  manicipaliUes  to  tax  civil  rights. 

Cited  in  Savannah  v.  Weed,  84  Ga.  688,  8  L.R.A.  270,  11  S.  E.  235,  holding 
that  municipal  corporations  may  classify  all  subjects  of  taxation  exclusive  of 
property,  and  may  tax  any  class,  with  uniform  rate;  Union  Trust  Co.  v. 
Wayne  Probate  Judge,  125  Mich.  487,  84  N.  W.  1101,  holding  that  state  may 
tax  civil  rights  as  privileges. 

Cited   in   note   in   2   L.R.A. (N.S.)    860,   on   police   power   to   license   employ^ 
ment  agency. 
Power  of  state  to  tax  basiness  of  emigrant  agent. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Fears,  179  U.  S.  270,  45  L.  ed.  186,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
328    (affirming  110  Ga.  584,  50  L.R.A.  685,  35  S.  E.   699),  holding  occupation 
tax  on  business  of  emigrant  agent  not  such  interference  with  freedom  of  tran- 
sit as  to  violate  Federal  Constitution. 
Constitutional  provisions   against  discrimination  in   license  fees. 

Cited  in  note  in  30  L.R.A.  416,  on  constitutional  provisions  against  discrim- 
ination in  license  fees. 
License  laws  conflicting  with  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  commerce. 

Cited  in  note  in  52  A.  D.  333,  on  license  laws  conflicting  with  power  of  Con- 
gress to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  several  states 
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27  AM.  REP.  3»6,  ATLANTA  v.  WILSON,  59  GA.  544,  Later  appeals 
in   60   Ga.    473;    63   GA.   291;    and    70   Ga.    714. 

Liability  of  municipal  corporations  for  injuries  due  to  defective  high- 
way. 

Cited  in  Janes  v.  Tampa,  52  Fla.  292,  120  A.  S.  R.  203,  42  So.  729,  11  A. 
&  E.  Ann.  Cas.  510,  holding  city  liable  for  accident  due  to  defect  in  street; 
Malloy  V.  Walker  Twp.  77  Mich.  448,  6  L.R.A.  695,  43  N.  W.  1012,  holding 
municipality  liable  for  failure  to  erect  railings  or  barriers  along  highway  when 
required  as  reasonable  and  necessary  precaution  to  guard  travelers  against 
injury;  Savannah  v.  Spears,  66  Ga.  304,  on  liability  of  city  for  failure  to  keep 
streets  and  sewers  in  repair;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Barnwell,  131  Ga. 
791,  63  S.  E.  501,  on  liability  for  defects  in  railway  crossing. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  28  A.  R.  84,  on  city's  liability  for  injuries  re- 
ceived by  reason  of  defective  margin  of  street. 

Cited  in  notes  in  58  A.  R.  526,  on  liability  of  municipality  for  absence  of 
railing  on' embankment  on  highway;   20  L.R.A.(N.S.)    745,  on  liability  of  mu- 
nicipality for  defects  or  obstructions  in  streets. 
Proximate  cause  of  injary. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  608,  on  what  negligence  is  proximate 
cause  of  injury. 

Cited  in  notes  in  52   A.  R.   164,  on  necessity   that  negligence  be   proximate 
cause  of   injury  to   give   right  of   action   for   damages;    7   L.R.A.    133,   on   in- 
stances of  proximate  cause  of  injury. 
Effect  of  co-operating  negligence. 

Cited  in  Grimes  v.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  3  Ind.  App.  573,  30  X.  E. 
200,  holding  railroad  company  liable  for  injuries  to  runaway  horse  caused  by 
its  leaping  through  space  between  coupled  cars  unlawfully  standing  in  pub- 
lic highway;  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Zopfl,  93  Tenn.  369,  24  S.  W.  633,  hold- 
ing telegraph  company  liable  for  injury  sustained  from  fall  upon  pole,  negli- 
gently left  in  improper  position,  by  one  necessarily  stepping  over  it,  although 
wetting,  by  rain,  of  platform  contributes  to  fall. 

—  On  municipal  corporation's  liability  for  damages  from  defective  high- 
way. 

Cited  in  Janes  v.  Tampa,  52  Fla.  292,  120  A.  S.  R.  203,  42  So.  729,  11  A.  & 
E.  Ann.  Cas.  510,  holding  city  liable  for  injuries  resulting  from  horse  running 
away  where  injury  would  not  have  been  sustained  but  for  defect  in  street; 
Sullivan  County  v.  Sisson,  2  Ind.  App.  311,  28  N.  E.  374,  holding  county  liable 
where  two  proximate  causes  combine  to  produce  injury,  one  being  culpable 
defect  in  bridge  and  other  occurrence  for  wliich  neither  party  is  responsible,  if 
injury  would  not  have  been  sustained  but  for  defect;  Harvey  v.  Clarinda,  111 
Iowa,  528,  82  N.  W.  994,  holding  city's  negligence  in  allowing  defective  and 
dangerous  condition  of  street  to  exist  proximate  cause  of  accident,  although 
fright  of  horse  -operated  with  it  to  cause  injury. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  29  A.  R.  171,  on  liability  of  municipality  for 
injury  of  runaway  horse  in  defective  highway;  30  A.  S.  R.  797,  on  frightened 
horse  as  concurring  cause  of  injury  due  to  defective  highway. 

Cited  in  notes  in  8  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  79,  on  municipal  liability  for  injur>'  to 
person  or  property  of  one  driving  over  defective  highway  whose  horse  is 
frightened  without  fault  of  either  party;  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1114,  on  accident  oc- 
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easioned  by  frightened  horse  as  proximate  result  of  absence  of  guard  rail  in 

highway. 

Degree  of  Tlgllance  required  of  municipality  and  traveler  on  streets. 

Cited  in  Idlett  v.  Atlanta,  123  Ga.  821,  6^   S.  E.  709,  holding  that  ordinary 
diligence  on  part  of  person  passing  along  sidewalk  of  municipality,  and  ordi- 
nary  diligence   in  constructing  and   repairing   it   do  not   imply   like   degree  of 
\  i^ilance. 
Liat>ility  of  municipality  to  provide  for  safety  of  runaway  horse. 

Cited  in  note  in  18  L.R.A.   103,  on  when  liability  of  municipalities  to  pro- 
vide for  safety  of  runaway  horse  exists. 
Negligence  as  question  of  fact  for  jury. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  546,  on  negligence  as  question  of  fact 
for  jury. 

2  7   AM.   REP.    399,   BEXTIiEY  v.   TERRY,    59   GA.    655. 
Right  to  custody  of  child. 

Cited  in  notes  in  40  A.  R.  330,  on  right  to  custody  of  child  as  between  par- 
ents;   6  L.R.A.   682,  on   custody   and   support  of   child   in   case  of   divorce;    13 
K.  R.  C.  54,  on  right  to  custody  of  child. 
—  As  between  parents  and  others. 

C  ited  in  Robertson  v.  Bass,  52  Fla.  420,  42  So.  243,  holding  that  foster-par- 
ents will  not  be  disturbed  in  possession  of  children  after  several  years  have 
elapsed  nierely  because  mother  has  bettered  her  condition  by  marriage;  Town- 
send  V.  Warren,  99  Ga.  105,  24  S.  E.  960,  holding  that  foster-parents  will  not 
be  disturbed  in  possession  of  child  after  several  years  have  elapsed  merely  because 
father  has  bettered  his  condition  and  is  able  and  willing  to  take  care  of  it;  Larni 
ar  V.  Harris,  117  Ga.  993,  44  S.  E.  866,  holding  that  father  may  release  to  another 
his  right  to  custody  and  control  of  minor  child;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Flemister. 
120  Ga.  524,  48  S.  E.  160,  holding  that  father  loses  right  to  minor  child's 
services  by  voluntarily  releasing  his  parental  control  to  third  person;  Sloan 
V.  Jones,  130  Ga.  836,  62  S.  E.  21,  holding  court  not  authorized  in  taking  cus- 
tody of  child  and  awarding  it  to  grandmother  unless  he  has  relinquished  or 
forfeited  his  rights  or  welfare  of  cliild  demands  it;  Eaves  v.  Fears,  131  Ga. 
820,  64  S.  E.  269,  holding  grandparents,  to  whom  father  has  given  child  un- 
conditionaly,  are  entitled  to  custody  and  control  of  such  child;  Hibbette  v. 
Raines,  78  Miss.  695,  51  L.R.A.  839,  29  So.  80,  holding  father  entitled  to  cus- 
tody of  children  as  against  maternal  aunts  claiming  under  deathbed  dispo- 
sition by  mother,  where  he  has  contributed  to  their  support  and  is  fit  person. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  6  A.  S.  R.  688,  on  parentis  right  to  custody  of 
child. 

Distinguished  in  Miller  v.  Wallace,  76  Ga.  479,  2  A.  S.  R.  48,  holding  father 
entitled  to  custody  of  child  instead  of  grandmother  where  mother  is  dead  and 
grandmother  has  had  care  of  child  for  long  period  but  father  has  supported  it. 
Assignability  of  guardianship. 

Cited  in  note  in  89  A.  S.  R.  269,  on  assignability  of  guardianship. 
Right  of  parent  to  trasfer  custody  of  child. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  58,  183,  on  right  of  father  to  alienate 
custody  and  control  of  child. 
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Validity  and  essentials  of  contract  for  transfer  of  parental  custody. 

Cited  in  notes  in  88  A.  S.  R.  870;  27  L.R.A.  59, — on  validity  and  essentials  of 
contract  for  transfer  of  parental  responsibility  or  authority. 
Revocation  of  agreement  for  transfer  of  parental  custody. 

Cited  in  note  in  88   A.  S.  R.  873,  on  revocation  of  agreement  for  transfer 
of  parental  custody  and,  responsibility. 
Discretion  of  court  on  habeas  corpus  as  to  custody  of  child. 

Cited   in   Smith   v.  Bragg,  68  Ga.   650,   holding  discretion  as  to  custody   of 
child  vested  in  habeas  corpus  court  and  not  in  reviewing  court. 

27  AM.  REP.  401,  ROUNTREE  v.  DENNARD,  59  GA.  629. 
What  Is  a  **faniily.** 

Cited   in    Hall  v.   Matthews,   68   Ga.   490,   holding   widower   head   of   family 
where   minor   female  grandcliild  lives   with   him   and   dependant  on   him;    For- 
law  V.  Augusta  Naval  Stores  Co.  124  Ga.  261,  52  S.  E.  898,  on  meaning  of  word 
family. 
Guardian  as  head  of  family. 

Cited  in  notes  in  61  A.  D.  592,  on  guardian  of  minor  child  as  head  of  family; 
70  A.  S.  R.  114,  on  right  of  guardian  to  homestead  as  head  of  family. 
Rifphts  of  children  under  exemption  laws. 

Cited  in  note  in  4  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    394,  on  rights  acquired  by  children   under 
homestead  and  exemption  laws. 

27  AM.  REP.  403,  CHARIiOTTE,  C.  &  A.  R.  CO.  v.  GOW,  59  GA.  685, 

Later  appeal  in  68  Ga.  54. 
Effect  of  failure  of  employer  to  inform  surety  of  employee's  dishonesty. 

Cited  in  Saint  v.  Wlieeler  &  W.  Mfg.  Co.  95  Ala.  362,  36  A.  S.  R.  210,  10 
So.  539,  holding  concealment  of  principal's  dishonesty,  or  continuance  in  ser- 
vice after  discovery,  discharges  surety  from  liability  for  subsequent  defaults; 
Anaheim  Union  Water  Co.  v.  Parker,  101  Cal.  483,  35  Pac.  1048,  holding  fail- 
ure of  directors  to  inform  sureties  of  default  of  secretary  does  not  discharge  • 
them  in  absence  of  actual  intent  to  conceal,  or  culpable  negligence;  Indiana  & 
O.  Live  Stock  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bender,  32  Ind.  App.  287,  69  N.  E.  691,  holding  fail- 
ure of  principal  to  disclose  former  embezzlement  of  agent  discharge  of  surety; 
Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Holway,  55  Iowa,  571,  39  A.  R.  179,  8  N.  W.  457,  holding 
failure  of  insurance  company  to  disclose  delinquency  of  agent  no  discharge  of 
surety  where  delinquency  not  of  criminal  character;  Lancashire  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Callahan,  68  Minn.  277,  64  A.  S.  R.  475,  71  N.  W.  261,  holding  failure  of 
master  to  disclose  mere  breaches  of  duty  or  contract  obligations  on  part  of 
servant  no  discharge  of  surety;  Wells,  F.  &  Co.'s  Express  v.  Walker.  9  N. 
M.  170,  50  Pac.  353,  holding  that  failure  of  payee  of  note  to  inform  surety  that 
note  was  given  for  former  embezzlement  discbarges  surety;  Ilenricus  v.  Eng- 
lert,  137  X.  Y.  488,  33  N.  E.  550,  holding  surety  on  bond  of  sub-contractor  not 
discharged  by  clianges  in  contract  made,  by  sub-contractor  and  owners  of 
building;  Ilarrisburg  v.  Guiles,  129  Pa.  191,  44  Atl.  48,  holding  failure  to 
inform  sureties  of  misconduct  of  principal  no  discharge  of  former  where  princi- 
pal did  not  embezzle  and  failure  to  disclose  not  fraudulent:  Hebert  v.  Leo, 
118  Tenn.  133,  121  A.  S.  R.  089,  12  L.R.A. (X.S.)  247,  101  S.  W.  175.  11  A.  & 
E.    Ann.    Cas.    1029,    holding    provision    of    bond    securing    prior    debts    avoided 
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by  withholding  knowledge  from  sureties  that  debts  are  dishonest;  Screwmen's 
Benev.  Asso.  v.  Smith,  70  Tex.  168,  7  S.  W.  793,  holding  obligee,  knowing 
that  person  from  whom  he  requires  bond  for  performance  of  trust  requiring 
strict  integrity,  is  dishonest,  bound  to  inform  surety. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  64  A.  S.  R.  479,  as  to  when  notice  of  principars 
dishonesty  releases  surety. 

27  AM.  REP.  411,  WESTERN  R.  CO.  v.  THOMAS,  60  GA.  513. 
Right  of  action  by  creditor  against  one  interfering  with  collection  of 
debt. 

Cited  in  Graves  v.  Horton,  132  Ga.  786,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  645,  65  S.  E.  112, 
holding  creditor  cannot  maintain  action  on  the  case  against  one  who  purchased 
property  of  debtor  to  defraud  creditor  and  conveyed  it  to  innocent  purchaser. 

27  AM.  REP.  412,  WILLIAMS  v.  STATE,  60  GA.  367. 
Discretion  of  trial  court  in  limiting  time  for  argument. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Green,  99  Cal.  564,  34  Pac.  231;  People  v.  Fernandez,  4 
Cal.  App.  314,  87  Pac.  1112;  Jones  v.  Com.  87  Va.  63,  12  S.  E.  226,— holding 
that  trial  court  cannot  limit  time  for  argument  against  objection  of  prisoner 
to  period  within  which  evidence  cannot  be  fairly  reviewed;  Early  v.  Oliver, 
(i3  Ga.  11,  holding  denial  of  ample  opportunity  of  full  argument  ground  for 
new  trial;  State  v.  Tighe,  27  Mont.  327,  71  Pac.  3,  holding  predetermination 
by  judge  of  time  allowed  defendant's  counsel  for  argument  in  capital  case  erron 
eous;  Reagan  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  180  Mo.  117,  79  S.  W.  435,  holding  that 
time  limit  for  argument  of  counsel  as  fixed  by  court  will  not  be  interfered  with 
except  in  case  of  clear  abuse  of  discretion;  Hendrix  v.  United  States,  2  Okla. 
Crim.  Rep.  240,  101  Pac.  125,  holding  limiting  argument  of  counsel  for  accused 
to  thirty-five  minutes  in  larceny  case  is  not  abuse  of  discretion;  State  v. 
Rogoway,  45  Or.  601,  81  Pac.  234,  2  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  431,  holding  that  trial 
court  cannot  arbitrarily  limit  time  for  argument  in  criminal  case  to  period 
within  which  evidence  cannot  be  fairly  reviewed;  State  v.  Mayo,  42  Wash.  640, 
85  Pac.  251,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  881,  holding  any  limitation  of  right  of 
counsel  of  accused  to  full  and  fair  argument  ground  for  new  trial. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  32  A.  R.  12,  395,  on  power  of  court  to  limit  argu- 
ments of  counsel  in  criminal  case;  46  A.  S.  R.  24,  on  limitations  upon  agree- 
ment of  counsel. 

Cited  in  note  in  25  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1029,  on  right  to  limit  time  of  argument 
of  counsel  for  accused. 

Distinguished  in  Wallace  v.  State,  95  Ga.  470,  20  S.  E.  250,  holding  that  trial 
court  did  not  err  in  limiting  argument  of  accused's  counsel  to  thirty  minutes 
where  prosecutor  only  asked  for  and  judge  only  instructed  as  to  conviction  for 
misdemeanor. 
Riglit  to  examine  or  swear  two  or  more  jurors  together. 

Cited  in  Roberts  v.  State,  65  Ga.  430,  holding  that  oath  may  be  administered 
to  twelve  jurors  at  once  preliminary  to  their  examination  on  their  voire  dire; 
Wilkerson  v.  State,  74  Ga,  398,  holding  that  more  than  one  juror  cannot  be 
examined  on  their  voire  dire  at  one  time;  Blankinship  v.  State,  112  Ga.  402,  37 
S.  E.  732,  holding  collective  questioning  of  jurors  in  concert  as  to  their  agree- 
ment to  verdict  insufficient  although  all  express  their  assent  to  verdict. 
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Sufficiency  of  evidence  to  show  taking  and  carrying  away  with  intent  t« 
steal. 

Cited  in  Cross  v.  State,  64  Ga.  443,  holding  evidence,  that  hog  was  heard  to 
squeal,  that  witness  ran  to  him,  that  accused  ran  off  from  him,  that  hog  had 
been  knocked  in  head  and  was  dead,  sufficient  to  show  taking  and  carrying 
away  with  intent  to  steal. 

27  AM.  REP.  4i4,  FINCH  ▼.  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION,   80  OHIO  ST 
87. 

liiability  of  quasi  public  corporations  for  tort. 

Cited  in  Overhoker  v.  National  Home  for  Disabled  Volunteer  Soldiers,  68 
Ohio  St.  236,  96  A.  S.  R.  668,  62  L.R.A.  936,  67  N.  E.  487,  holding  national  home 
for  disabled  soldiers  part  of  Federal  government  and  cannot  be  sued  for  tort; 
Oklahoma  Agricultural  &  M.  College  v.  Willis,  6  Okla.  593,  40  L.R.A.  677, 
52  Pac.  921,  holding  agricultural  and  mechanical  college  not  liable  to  be  used 
in  absence  of  express  statutory  authority  therefor;  James  v.  Wellston  Twp.  18 
Okla.  56y  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1219,  90  Pac.  100,  11  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  938,  holding 
townships  not  liable  for  damage  from  defective  highways  in  absence  of  express 
statute  imposing  such   liability. 

Distinguished  in  Dunn  v.  Brown  County  Agri.  Soc.  46  Ohio  St.  93,  16  A.  S.  R. 
556,  1  L.R.A.  754,  18  N.  E.  496,  holding  county  agricultural  society  liable  for 
injury  sustained  by  attendant  at  fair  caused  by  negligent  construction  of  grand 
stand. 

—  Counties. 

Cited  in  Forbes  v.  Escambia  County  Bd.  of  Health,  28  Fla.  26,  13  L.R.A.  549, 
9  So.  862,  holding  county  boards  of  health  not  liable  in  tort  action  for  damages 
in  performance  of  official  duty;  Johnson  County  v.  Reinier,  18  Ind.  App.  119, 
47  N.  E.  642,  holding  county  not  liable  for  personal  injuries  occasioned  by  de- 
fective bridge;  Jasper  County  v.  AUman,  142  Ind.  573,  39  L.R.A.  68,  42  N.  E. 
206,  holding  county  no  more  liable  for  acts  or  omissions  of  their  officers  than 
state;  Morgan  County  v.  Marietta  Transfer  &  Storage  Co.  76  Ohio  St.  244, 
79  N.  E.  237,  holding  county  commissioners  not  liable  for  negligence  in  operation 
of  free  ferry  in  absence  of  express  statutory  authority  therefor. 

—  School  districts. 

Cited  in  Freel  v.  School  City,  142  Ind.  27,  37  L.R.A.  301,  41  N.  E.  312, 
holding  school  corporation  not  liable  for  negligent  acts  of  its  officers;  Bank  v. 
Brainerd  School  Dist.  49  Minn.  106,  51  N.  W.  814,  holding  school  districts  not 
liable  to  individuals  for  mere  negligence  in  making  repairs;  McClure  Bros.  v. 
Tipton  School  Dist.  79  Mo.  App.  80,  holding  school  district  not  liable  for  negli- 
gence of  directors;  Board  of  Education  v.  Volk,  72  Ohio  St.  469,  74  N.  E.  646 
(reversinfj  7  Ohio  N.  P.  164),  holding  board  of  education  not  liable  for  damage 
to  adjoining  property  injured  by  negligent  construction  of  school  house;  Folk 
v.  Milwaukee,  108  Wis.  359,  84  N.  W.  420,  holding  municipal  corporation  not 
liable  for  death  of  pupil  in  its  schools  caused  by  defective  sewers. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  96  A.  S.  R.  663,  on  liability  of  board  of  education 
for  injury  to  pupil  from  negligence  in  maintenance  of  school  building. 

Cited  in  note  in  37  L.R.A.  301,  304,  on  liability  of  school  district  or  school 
corporation  to  action  for  damages  frm  negligence. 

—  City. 

Cited  in  La  Clef  v.  Concordia,  41  Kan.  323,  13  A.  S.  R.  285,  21  Pac.  272, 
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holding  city   not   liable   for   injuries   sustained  by   prisoner   by   reason   of   bad 
character  of  prisoner. 

Cited  in  note  in  30  A.  S.  R.  398,  on  municipal  liability  for  unsafe  condition 
of  schools  or  school  property. 
Liability  of  landowner  for  injuries  to  persons  coming  on  premises. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  S.  R.  490,  on  liability  of  landowner  for  in- 
juries  to   persons  coming  on   premises. 
Status  of  township.  • 

Cited  in  Brattleboro  Sav.  Bank  v.  Hardy  Twp.  98  Fed.  624,  holding  township- 
in   Ohio   is  not  corporation   within   meaning  of   constitution   as   to  conferring 
corporate  powers  by  special  act. 
Legal  status  of  park  commissioners. 

Cited  in  West  Chicago  Park  v.  Chicago,  352  III.  392,  38  N.  E.  697,  holding 
West  Chicago  Park  Commissioners  municipal  corporation. 
Admission  of  legal  conclusion  by  filing  demurrer. 

Cited  in  Ricketts  v.  Crewdson,  13  Wyo.  284,  81  Pac.  1,  holding  that  demurrer 
does  not  admit  statements  of  legal  conclusions  not  warranted  by  facts  on  which 
predicated,  nor  inference  from  facts  not  supporting  them. 

2  7   AM.  REP.   422,  AMERICAN  TRACT  SOC.   v.  ATWATER,   30  OHIO 

ST.   7  7. 
Power  of  testator  to  bestow  charity  upon  institution  chosen  by  trustee. 

Cited  in  Quinn  v.  Shields,  62  Iowa,  129,  49  A.  R.  141,  17  N.  W.  437,  holding 
that  testator  may  bestow  charity  upon  persons  or  institutions  to  be  cho&eii  by 
trustee  or  executor. 
Power  of  unincorporated  charitable  institutions  to  receive  bequests. 

Cited  in  Re  Winchester,  133  Cal.  271,  54  L.R.A.  281,  65  Pac.  475,  holding 
unincorporated  charitable   association   capable  of  receiving  bequest. 

Cited    in    note    in    14    L.R.A. (N.S.)    115,    on    unincorporated    associations    as 
trustees  for  charitable  or  religious  purposes. 
Validity  of  devises  and  bequests  to  charitable  uses. 

Cited  in  Re  Nelson,  81  Neb.  809,  116  N.  W.  971,  holding  bequest  to  parish 
capable  of  receiving  bequests,  of  certain  sum,  the  income  of  which  is  to  be  dis- 
tributed annually  to  worthy  and  needy  servant  girls,  etc.,  will  be  sustained. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  28  A.  R.  522;  1  A.  S.  R.  416, — on  validity  of  de- 
vises and  bequests  to  charitable  uses. 

Cited  in  notes  in  80  A.  D.  286,  on  validity  of  charitable  gift  definite  in  sub- 
ject purpose;  63  A.  S.  R.  264,  265,  on  charitable  trusts  for  religion;  14 
L.R.A. (N.S.)   92,  on  enforcement  of  general  bequest  for  religious  purposes. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  431,  LANNING  v.  CHRISTY,  30  OHIO  ST.   115. 
Liability  for  defamatory  words  published  in  due  course  of  trial. 

Cited  in  Myers  v.  Hodges,  53  Fla.  197,  44  So.  357,  holding  tliat  defamatory- 
words,  published  in  due  course  of  judicial  procedure,  must  be  malicious  as  well 
as  irrelevant  in  order  to  become  actionable:  Liles  v.  Gaster,  42  Ohio  St.  631. 
holding  witness  protected  in  making  defamatory  answers  within  scope  of  in- 
quiry pertinent  to  issue  if  believed  to  be  true;  Wilson  v.  Wliitacre.  4  Ohio  C  C. 
15,  holding  communication  '  ^  court  pertinent  to  character  of  applicant  for  ad- 
mission to  bar  absolutely  privileged  so  far  as  action  for  libel  and  slander  cwi- 
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•cerned;  Childs  v.  Voris,  4  Ohio  N.  P.  67,  holding  judge  not  liable  in  libel  suit 
for  his  language  from  bench;  Wheaton  v.  Whittemore,  49  Mich.  348,  13  N. 
\V.    769    (dissenting  opinion),  on   liberty   of  speech  allowed  attorney. 

Cited  in  notes  in  2  A.  D.  431,  on  statements  in  legal  pleadings  as  privileged; 
22  L.R.A.  836,  on  privilege  of  witness  as  to  defamatory  testimony. 
Admissibility  of  truth  of  criminal  charge  in  libel  action  therefor. 

Cited  in  note  in  9  E.  R.  C.  195,  on  admissibility  in  action  for  libel  of  proof  of 
trutli  of  criminal  charge. 

Proof  of  malice  in  liLel. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  873,  on  necessity  for  proof  of  actual 
malice  in  libel. 

2  7   AM.  REP.  434,  TOWSLEY  v.  MOORE,  30  OHIO  ST.    184. 
Statute   of    frauds   as    affecting   contracts   not   to   be  performed   within 
year. 

Cited  in  notes  in  93  A.  D.  90;  1  A.  S.  R.  469, — as  to  when  contract  not  to  be 
performed  in  the  year  is  within  statute  of  frauds. 
Statute  of  frauds  as  affecting  executed  contracts. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  86  A.  D.  103,  as  to  whether  statute  of  frauds  af- 
fects executed  agreement. 
Effect  of  part  performance  of  oral  contract  within  statute  of  frauds. 

C  ited  in  Nonamaker  v.  Amos,  73  Ohio  St.  163,  112  A.  S.  R.  708,  4  L.R.A. 
(N.8.)  980,  76  N.  E.  949,  4  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  170,  holding  parol  agreement  to, 
increase  or  decrease  royalty  provided  for  in  oil  lease  for  consideration,  not  with- 
in statute  of  frauds,  where  part  performance  of  contract  by  one  party;  Kim- 
niins  V.  Oldham,  27  W.  Va.  258,  holding  that  courts  of  equity  will  enforce  oral 
contracts  for  sale  of  land  when  they  have  been  partially  performed. 
Mode  of  setting  up  defense  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  Alexander,  v.  Meyers,  33  Neb.  773,  51  N.  W.  140,  holding  that  ob- 
jection that  action  is  barred  by  statute  of  limitations  must  be  raised  either  by 
demurrer  or  answer,  or  it  will  be  waived;  Bascom  v.  Shillito,  37  Ohio  St.  431, 
holding  that  defendant  must  insist  on  statute  of  limitations  as  bar  in  answer. 

Cited  in  note  in  72  A.  D.  590,  on  taking  advantage  of  statute  of  limitations 
by  demurrer. 
Action   under  statute  of  frauds  on  contracts  not  absolutely  void. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  46  A.  D.  592,  as  to  whether  there  are  contracts 
not  absolutely  void  upon  which  no  action  can  be  maintained  under  statute  of 
frauds. 

2  7    AM.    REP.    448,    MUTUAIi    It.    INS.    CO.    v.    FRENCH,    30    OHIO 

ST.  240. 
Validity  of  condition  for  forfeiture  of  policy  for  nonpayment  of  premium 

note. 

C  ited  in  Seeley  v.  Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  270,  holding  stipu- 
lation for  forfeiture  of  policy  for  nonpayment  of  premium  note,  valid;  Equitable 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Harvey,  98  Tenn.  636,  40  S.  W.  1092,  holding  no  defense  to  premium 
note  that  solvent  company  went  into  liquidation  providing  for  policies;  Frank 
V.  Sun  F.  Assur.  Co.  20  Out.  App.  Rep.  564,  holding  that  without  election  of  for- 
feiture by  company,  policy  terminates  upon  nonpayment  of  premium  note. 
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Cited  in  reference  notes  in  4  A.  S.  R.  224,  on  effect  pf  failure  to  pay  note 
given  for  premium;  23  A.  S.  R.  215,  on  forfeiture  of  policy  for  failure  to  pay^ 
premiums  when  due. 

Cited  in  note  in  87  A.  D.  263,  on  insurance  company's  power  to  avoid  policy 
by  contradicting  recital  therein  that  premium  had  been  paid. 

Distinguished  in  Ohio  Farmer's  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  70  Ohio  St.  354,  71  N.  E. 
715,  holding  policy  of  insurance  issued  with  condition  that  policy  is  void  if 
premium  or  note  given  therefor  is  unpaid  for  thirty  days  at  time  of  loss 
valid,  and  notice  and  demand  unnecessary;  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dorman,  125« 
Ind.  189,  25  N.  E.  213,  holding  insured  who  gives  note  for  premium  required  to 
know  when  it  matures;  Ressler  v.  Fidelity  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  110  Tenn,  411,  75  S. 
W.  735,  holding  failure  to  pay  premium  avoids  policy,  when  so  stipulated  in  note 
and  receipt  therefor,  though  not  so  stipulated  in  policy. 
Waiver  of  forfeiture  of  insurance  policy. 

Cited  in  Pendleton  v.  Knickerbocker  L.  Ins.  Co.  7  Fed.  169,  holding  nego- 
tiable draft  in  payment  of  premium  subject  to  all  requirements  of  commercial 
law  which  must  be  given  to  entitle  insurer  to  benefit  of  forfeiture  provided  for 
in  policy;  Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Caldwell,  68  Ark.  505,  58  S.  W.  355, 
holding  that  mutual  life  insurance  company  must  notify  assured  or  beneficiary 
before  taking  forfeiture  for  default  in  payment  of  obligation  of  amount  of  de- 
clared dividends  on  policy,  where  such  dividends  insufficient  to  meet  obligation. 
—  For  nonpayment  of  premiums. 

Cited  in  Mutual  Reserve  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Heidel,  88  C.  C.  A.  477,  161  Fed.  535^ 
iiolding  that  extension  of  time  of  payment  of  first  premium  waives  forfeiture  for 
nonpayment  in  absence  of  express  contract  to  contrary;  United  States  L.  Ins. 
(^o.  V.  Lesser,  126  Ala.  568,  28  So.  646,  holding  that  company  contemplating 
forfeiture  of  policy  because  of  nonpayment  of  premium  should  at  once  so  de- 
clare  plainly  and  unconditionally;  Home  Protection  v.  Avery,  85  Ala.  348,  7 
A.  S.  R.  54,  6  So.  143;  Sweetser  v.  Odd  Fellows*  Mut.  Aid  Asso.  117  Ind.  97. 
19  N.  E.  722, — holding  insurance  company  estopped  from  insisting  upon  for- 
feiture, if  by  any  agreement,  express  or  implied  by  course  of  its  conduct,  it 
leades  insured  to  believe  that  premiums  will  be  received  after  appointed  tim<?: 
Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Woods,  11  Ind.  App.  335,  37  N.  E.  180,  holding  that 
collection  of  note  given  for  premiums  waives  insurance  company's  rijrht  to  in- 
sist on  forfeiture  as  defense;  Arnold  v.  Empire  Mut.  Annuity  &  L.  Ins.  Co.  3 
Ga.  App.  685,  60  S.  E.  470,  holding  acceptance  of  premium  note  continues  policy 
as  if  note  paid  in  cash,  unless  note  not  paid  at  maturity  and  insurer  asks  sur- 
render of  policy  and  offers  to  surrender  note;  Foresters  of  America  v.  HoUis, 
70  Kan.  71,  78  Pac.  160,  3  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  535,  holding  payment  of  dues  to 
beneficiary  association  according  to  custom  at  variance  with  by-laws  prevent^ 
forfeiture;  Stiepel  v.  German  American  Mut.  Life  Asso.  55  Mo.  App.  224, 
holding  no  inconsistency  in  action  of  mutual  life  insurance  company  in  address- 
ing to  insured  ciiculars  as  member  and  yet  claiming  that  he  had  ceased  to  bo- 
unconditional  member,  where  contract  recognizes  that  he  is  member  notwith- 
standing lapse;  Stepp  v.  National  Life  &  Maturity  Asso.  37  S.  C.  417,  16  S.  E. 
134,  holding  that  insurer  waives  its  requirement  of  cash  payment  by  accepting- 
note  of  insured  in  lieu  thereof. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  S.  R.  Ill,  on  waiver  by  insurance  company  of 
condition  as  to  payment  of  premium  note. 

Distinguished   in  Thompson   v.  Knickerbocker  L.   Ins.   Co.   104  U.  S.  252,  2ft 
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L.  ed.  766,  39  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  101;  Iowa  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lewis,  187  U.  S.  335, 
47  L.  ed.  204,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  126,— holding  that  acceptance  of  note  for  first 
premium  on  policy  waives  condition  of  forfeiture  for  nonpayment  of  premium, 
liut  brings  into  operation  condition  by  which  policy  will  be  void  if  note  not  paid 
at  maturity. 

—  For  Tlolatlon  of  stlpalatlon  against  additional  insurance. 

Cited  in  Alabama  State  Mut.  Assur.  Co.  v.  Long  Clothing  &  Shoe  Co.  123  Ala. 
G07,  26  So.  655,  holding  that  condition  in  policy  against  additional  insurance 
without  insurer's  consent  may  be  waived  by  insurer  by  acts  or  conduct. 

—  Condition  against  tncombrances. 

Cited  in  Phcenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Public  Parks  Amusement  Co.  63  Ark.  187,  37 
S.  W.  950,  holding  condition  against  encumbrances  in  policy  waived  by  acts  of 
agents  knowing  that  property  was  encumbered,  in  attaching  to  policy  permits 
tor  additional  concurrent  insurance  which  is  issued. 

27    AM.    REP.    455,    WILKINS   v.    TOBACCO   INS.    CO.    SO    OHIO    ST. 
817. 

Construction  of  clause  requiring  property  to  remain  within  prescribed 
limits. 

Cited  in  Hennessey  v.  Manhattan  F.  Ins.  Co.  28  Hun,  08,  holding  return  of 
boat  to  limits  prescribed  by  policy  before  loss  restores  it  to  protection  of  policy. 

Cited  in  note  in  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  742,  on  effect  of  temporary  condition  ceas- 
ing before  loss  under  specific  provision  against  navigating  certain  waters; 
9  E.  R.  C.  364,  on  deviation  from  course  of  insured  voyage  as  discharging 
underwriters. 

Effect  of  discontinuance  of  cause  of  forfeiture  before  loss. 

Cited  in  Born  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  110  Iowa,  379,  80  A.  S.  R.  300,  81  N.  W.  676, 
holding  that  payment  of  mortgage  before  loss  restores  property  to  protection  of 
policy  stipulating  against  encumbrances. 

Cited  in  note  in  80  A.  S.  R.  308,  on  revival  of  insurance  forfeited  by  use  of 
premises  by  discontinuance  of  cause  of  forfeiture  before  loss. 
What  constitutes  deviation. 

Cited  in  The  Indrapura,  171  Fed.  929,  holding  that  placing  of  vessel  in  dry 
(lock  constitutes  deviation. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  464,  RAWSON  v.  TAYLOR,  30  OHIO  ST.  389. 
Liability  of  partners  on  dissolution.  - 

Cited  in  Preston  v.  Garrard,  120  Ga.  689,  102  A.  S.  R.   124,  48  S.  E.  118, 

I  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  724,  holding  retiring  partner  surety  for  his  copartner; 
McArea\-y  v.  McGirl,  123  Iowa,  605,  99  N.  W.  193,  holding  that  assumption  of 
debts  by  remaining  partner  will  not  of  itself  render  retiring  partner  surety 
merely  on  firm  note  execute  by  both  as  principals;  Norman  v.  Jackson  Ferti- 
lizer Co.  79  Miss.  747,  31  So.  419;  Birkett  v.  McGuire,  7  Ont.  App.  Rop.  53; 
National  Cash  Register  Co.  v.  Brown,  19  Mont.  200,  61  A.  S.  R.  408,  37  L.R.A. 
515,  47  Pac.  95, — holding  liability  of  retiring  partners  to  creditors  is  that  of 
principal  an  not  of  surety;  Grotte  v.  Weil,  62  Neb.  478,  87  N.  W.  173,  holding 
retiring  partner  liable  for  debts  of  firm  unless  released  by  creditors;  Dean  v. 
Collins,   15  N.  D.   535.   125  A.   S.  R.   610,   9  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    49,   108   N.   W.   242, 

II  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1027;  A.  F.  Shapleigh  Hardware  Co.  v.  Wells,  90  Tex.  110, 
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50  A.  S.  R.  783,  37  S.  W.  411,— holding  retiring  partner  not  surety  of  remain- 
ing partn<^r,  who  assumes  debts,  as  to  nonassenting  creditors;  Hall  v.  Johnston, 
6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  110,  24  S.  \V.  861  (dissenting  opinion),  on  status  of  retiring 
partner  as  to  creditors;  McKittrick  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  Goodman,  55  Fla.  3(51, 
45  So.  995,  holding  retiring  partner  liable  for  debts  of  firm,  though  assumed 
by  its  successor. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in    59  A.  S.  R.  788,  on  liability  of  retiring  partner. 

Cited  in  notes  in  40  A.  S.  R.  572,  on  agreements  between  partners  after  disso- 
lution respecting  liabilities;  9  L.R.A.  79,  on  requisites  to  creditor's  agreement 
or  assent  to  assumption  of  debts  on  dissolution  of  partnership;  9  L.R.A.(N.S. ) 
77,  78,  on  rule  that  creditor's  rights  cannot  be  altered  without  his  consent  by 
assumption  of  debts  on  dissolution  of  partnership;  19  E.  R.  C.  736,  on  liability 
of  retiring  partner  for  partnership  debts. 

27  AM.  REP.  470,  COZZENS  v.  FAUNAN,  SO  OHIO  ST.  4»1. 

EflTect  of  devolution  of  estate  on  running  of  llmittttions  in  ejectment. 

Cited  in  De  Mill  v.  Moffat,  49  Mich.  125,  13  N.  W.  387,  holding  statute  of  limi-  . 
tations   in  ejectment  not  arrested  by  devolution  of  estate. 
Effect  of  disability  on  running  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  6  A.  S.  R.  58,  on  coverture  preventing  running  of 
statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  A.  S.  R.  342,  on  effect  of  subsequent  disability  upon 
running  of  statue  of  limitations. 

27  AM.  REP.  478,  STATE  v.  EASTER,   80  OHIO  ST.   542. 
Disqualification  from  sitting  on  grand  jury. 

Cited  in  Jackson  v.  United  States,  42  C.  C.  A.  452,  102  Fed.  473,  to  point 
that  interest  or  bias  of  grand  juror,  not  of  pecuniary  nature,  cannot  be  urged  as 
objection;  Peeples  v.  State,  46  Fla.  101,  35  So.  223,  4  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  870, 
holding  only  statutory  grounds  of  challenge  to  the  favor  applicable  to  grand 
jurors  in  this  state;  People  v.  Scannell,  37  Misc.  345,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  500,  16 
X.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  321,  holding  presumption  that  persons  returned  as  grand 
jurors  are  qualified;  Kock  v.  State,  32  Ohio  St.  353,  holding  subscription  to 
fund  for  purpose  of  legitimately  suppressing  crime  no  disqualification  from  sit- 
ting on  grand  jury. 

Cited  in  note  in  28  L.R.A.  197,  on  necessity  that  grand  jurors  be  voters. 
Essentials  to  plea  in  abatement  as  to  disqualification  of  grand  Jurors. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Sharp,  110  N.  C.  604,  14  S.  E.  504;  Lawrence  v.  Com.  86 
Va.  573,  10  S.  E.  840, — holding  that  plea  in  abatement  as  to  disqualification 
of  grand  jurors  must  show  absence  of  positive  qualifications  demanded  by  law; 
Roth  V.  State,  3  Ohio  C.  C.  59,  holding  plea  in  abatement  to  indictment  that 
grand  juror  had  served  as  talesman  juror  within  twelve  months  not  good. 

Cited  in  notes  in  34  A.  R.  700,  on  taking  advantage  of  incompetency  of  grand 
juror;  27  L.  ed.  U.  S.  858,  as  to  wlien  and  how  objections  to  grand  jurors  must 
be  taken. 

Grounds  for  plea  in  abatement  —  Relationship  of  grand  Juror  to  accused 
or  prosecutor. 

Cited  in  Lascelles  v.  State,  90  Ga.  347,  35  A.  S.  R.  216,  16  S.  E.  945,  holding 
plea  in  abatement  to  bill  of  indictment  setting  up  that  member  of  grand  jury 
was    related   by    affinity    to    prosecutor   within    fourth    degree   not   sustainable; 
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State  V.  Boyd,  56  S.  C.  382,  34  S.  E.  661,  as  to  whether  relationship  of  grand 
juror  to  accused  is  good  ground  for  plea  in  abatement,  or  motion  to  quash. 

Cited  in  note  in  28  L.R.A.  202,  on  relationship  as  disqualifying  grand  juror. 
^Expression  of  opinion  by  grand  Juror. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Clune,  62  Fed.  798,  holding  no  objection  to  validity 
of  indictment  of  strikers  for  obstruction  of  mail  that  grand  juror  expressed 
opinion  that  striker  destroying  private  property  ought  to  be  shot;  State  v.  Ham- 
lin, 47  Conn.  95,  holding  expression  of  opinion  that  accused  person  is  guilty 
by  grand  juror  before  taking  oath  no  ground  for  challenge;  Com.  v.  Woodward, 
157  Mass.  516,  34  A.  S.  R.  302,  32  N.  E.  939,  holding  that  bias  and  formed  opin- 
ion of  guilt  by  grand  juror  will  not  sustain  plea  in  abatement  to  indictment. 
Effect  on  indictment  of  discharge  of  grand  Juror  by  court  wrongfully  or 
on  his  own  motion. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Jones,  69  Fed.  973,  holding  excusing  of  grand  jurors 
by  court  of  its  own  motion  no  ground  for  complaint  where  those  substituted 
not  disqualified;  Eastham  v.  Holt,  43  W.  Va.  599,  27  S.  E.  883  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), on  effect  of  improper  discharge  of  grand  jury  on  indictment  by  subse- 
quent jury. 

2  7   AM.  REP.   485,  FIRST  NAT.  BANK  v.  WESTERN  U.   TELEG.  CO. 

30  OHIO  ST.   555. 
Liability  of  telegraph  company  as  to  messages. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  10  A.  S.  R.  779,  781,  as  to  when  damages  are  re- 
coverable against  telegraph  company  for  negligence  in  transmitting  messages. 

Cited  in  notes  in  81  A.  D.  616;  45  A.  R.  493, — on  liability  of  telegraph  com- 
pany for  forged  and  fraudulent  despatches;  46  A.  R.  732,  on  telegraph  com- 
pany's liability  for  delay  in  transmitting  messages;  4  L.R.A. (N.S.)  262,  on  right 
to  recover  against  telegraph  company  loss  sustained  on  commercial  transaction 
entered  into  in  consequence  of  a  breach  of  its  duty. 
«  Right  to  limit. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Griswold,  37  Ohio  St.  301,  41  A.  R.  500 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  telegraph  companies  to  stipulate  against  lia- 
bility for  errors  in  transmission  delivery  of  messages. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  4  A.  S.  R.  134,  on  limitation  of  liability  of  tele- 
graph company  to  damages  naturally  flowing  from  breach  of  contract. 
Measure  of  damages  for  failure  to  transmit  or  deliver  telegram. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Short,  53  Ark.  434,  9  L.R.A.  744,  14  S.  W. 
649;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  32  Fla.  527,  37  A.  S.  R.  125,  22  L.R.A. 
434,  14  So.  1;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Barlow,  51  Fla.  351,  4  L.R.A. (N.S.)  202, 
'  40  So.  491;  Hadley  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  115  Ind.  191,  15  N.  E.  845;  Smith 
V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  83  Ky.  104,  4  A.  S.  R.  126,— holding  telegraph  company 
liable  only  for  such  damages  as  arise  naturally  from  breach  of  contract  or  such 
as  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  been  contemplated  by  parties,  as  probable 
result  of  breach;  Sweet  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  139  Mich.  322,  102  N.  W.  850, 
5  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  732,  holding  contingent  interest  of  attorney  in  suit  too  remote 
and  speculative  for  recovery  in  action  against  telegraph  company  for  non-delivery 
of  message  to  attend  hearing;  Kester  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  8  Ohio  C.  C.  230. 
holding  damages  for  mental  pain  and  suffering  unrecoverable  from  telegraph 
company  for  simple  negligence  in  failing  to  transmit  dispatch. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  45  A.  R.  466,  on  measure  of  damages  against  telegraph  com- 
pany for  erroneous,  etc.,  transmission  of  messages;  117  A.  S.  R.  289,  on  neces- 
sity of  damages,  by  failure  to  transmit  telegram,  being  in  contemplation  of 
parties. 

—  Cipher  telegram. 

Cited  in  Daughtery  v.  American  U.  Teleg.  Co.  75  Ala.  168,  61  A.  R.  435, 
Iiolding  measure  of  damages  same  where  message  in  cipher  as  when  expressed  in 
plain  language;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Way,  83  Ala.  642,  4  So.  844  (dissenting 
<  pinion),  on  measure  of  damages  against  telegraph  company  for  failure  to  send 
cipher  message. 
niTect  of  filing  amended  pleading  on  original. 

Cited  in  Seawell  v.  Crawford,  55  Fed.  729,  holding  filing  of  amended  answer 
abandonment  of  not  inconsistent  defenses  in  original  answer;  Lancaster  County 
Bank  v.  Gregory,  24  Neb.  656,  39  N.  W.  836;  Smith  v.  Wigton,  36  Neb.  460, 
63  N.  W.  374, — holding  case  tried  on  amended  pleadings  alone. 
Award  of  nominal  damages. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  39  A.  S.  R.  677,  on  award  of  nominal  damages. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  492,  HARMONY  LODGE  v.  WHITE,  SO  OHIO  ST.  569. 
Effect  of  assignment  of  lease  on  lessee's  duty  to  perform  express  ooy- 
enants. 

Cited  in  Ranger  v.  Bacon,  3  Misc.  95,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  551,  holding  that  sub- 
stitution of  one  tenant  in  place  of  another  does  not  operate,  as  matter  of  law, 
to  discharge  latter  from  future  performance  of  his  express  covenants. 

Cited  in  notes  in  10  A.  S.  R.  560,  on  effects  of  assignment  of  sublease;  10  A. 
S.  R.  563,  on  the  rights  of  lessee  after  assignment. 

—  Covenants  to  pay  rent. 

Cited  in  Consumers'  Ice  Co.  v.  Bixler,  84  Md.  437,  36  Atl.  1086;  Taylor  ▼.  De 
Bus,  31  Ohio  St.  468, — holding  lessees  liable,  under  express  covenant  to  pay 
rent  during  term,  for  rents  accruing  after  assignment  of  their  interest  in  lease- 
hold estate  and  after  acceptance  of  rent  by  lessor  from  assignees;  Stuart  v.  Ford, 
11  Ohio  C.  C.  463,  holding  parties  renting  by  year  holding  over  liable  for  rent 
for  entire  year  less  amount  owner  could  realize  for  use  of  storeroom  during  year. 

2  7  AM.  HEP.  496,  HARNER  v.  DIPPIiE,  SI  OHIO  ST.  72. 
Validity  of  infants'  contracts. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Soward,  40  Ohio  St.  325,  48  A.  R.  687,  holding  contracts 
of  infants  only  voidable;  Lemmon  v.  Beeman,  45  Ohio  St.  505,  16  N.  E.  476,  hold- 
ing contract  of  infant  not  absolutely  void  in  any  case;  Helland  v.  Colton  State 
Bank,  20  S.  D.  326,  106  N.  W.  60,  holding  that  infant's  contract  of  suretyship 
may    be  avoided  by  disaffirmance  after  majority. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  31  A.  R.  639,  on  validity  of  undertaking  of  infant 
as  surety  for  stay  of  execution;  13  A.  S.  R.  339,  on  ratification  of  contracts  by 
infants  after  coming  of  age. 

Cited  in  notes  in  44  A.  R.  698 ;  18  A.  S.  R.  678, — on  infants'  contracts  as  void 
or  voidable;  18  A.  S.  R.  614,  on  infants'  contracts  of  suretyship;  41  L.  ed.  U.  8. 
760,  763,  on  validity  of  ratification  and  disaffirming  of  infants'  contracts;  0  B. 
R.  C.  64,  on  validity  of  infant's  contracts. 
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27  AM.  REP.  501,  TALCOTT  v.  HENDERSON,  81  OHIO  ST.  162. 
Effect  of  purchaser's  Insolvency  —  As  showings  fraud. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Ellis  v.  Healy,  128  111.  9,  15  A.  S.  R.  90,  20  N.  E.  692, 
iiolding  that  mere  insolvency  without  reasonable  expectation  of  paying  for  gooda 
purchased  does  not  constitute  actionable  fraud;  Franklin  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  v. 
Collier,  89  Iowa,  69,  56  N.  W.  279,  holding  order  for  goods  on  credit  by  insolvent 
not  fraudulent,  unless  coupled  with  intent  not  to  pay  for  them;  Kirschbaum  v. 
Jasspon,  123  Mich.  314,  82  N.  W.  69,  holding  mere  insolvency  of  buyer  at  time 
of  purchase  insufficient  to  render  transaction  fraudulent;  Stein  v.  Hill,  100  Mo. 
App.  38,  71  S.  W.  1107,  holding  insolvency  circumstance  only  tending  to  prove 
intent  never  to  pay;  Salomon  v.  Reis,  5  Ohio  C.  C.  375;  Miller  v.  White,  46 
W.  Va.  67,  76  A.  S.  R.  791,  33  S.  E.  332,— holding  that  mere  insolvency  or  in- 
ability to  pay  for  property  purchased  will  not  render  sale  fraudulent  on  pur- 
<;Iiaser's  part  if  he  expects  to  pay  and  has  reasonable  ground  for  such  expecta- 
tion; Belding  Bros.  v.  Frankland,  8  Lea,  67,  41  A.  R.  630,  holding  that  fraudu- 
lent intent  of  vendee  may  be  inferred  from  facts  and  circumstances,  full  knowl- 
ege  by  purchaser  of  his  insolvency  being  controlling  element. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  53  A.  R.  448,  on  mere  insolvency  as  fraud;  2  A.  S. 
R.  908,  on  purchase  by  insolvent  intending  to  pay  as  fraudulent;  38  A.  S.  R. 
205,  on  purchasing  goods  without  the  ability  to  pay  as  fraudulent;  42  A.  S.  R. 
^38,  on  insolvents  as  fraudulent  purchasers. 

Cited  in  notes  in  33  A.  D.  707,  708,  on  effect  of  known  insolvency  of  pur- 
chaser of  goods  to  make  purchase  fraudulent;  23  L.  ed.  U.  S.  994,  on  validity 
of  sale  of  goods  on  credit  to  insolvent  vendee. 
—  As  ground  for  rescission. 

Cited  in  King  v.  Hopkins,  13  Ohio  C.  C.  305,  to  point  that  false  and  fraudu- 
lent representations  by  purchaser  gives  seller  right  to  rescind  sale  and  replevy 
^oods. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  18  A.  S.  R.  362,  on  rescission  of  sales  for  fraud  in 
purchase  on  credit. 

Presumption  of  intent  not  to  pay  arising  from  concealment  of  insol- 
vency. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Stewart,  3  McCrary,  174,  8  Fed.  803,  holding  that  conceal- 
ment of  insolvency  by  vendor  with  no  reasonable  expectation  of  paying  consti- 
tutes fraudulent  purchase;  Le  Grand  v.  Eufaula  Nat.  Bank,  81  Ala.  123,  60  A, 
R.  140,  1  So.  460,  holding  mere  fact  that  vendee  concealed  or  failed  to  disclose 
his  insolvency  at  time  of  sale  insufficient  to  vitiate  sale;  Reid  v.  Cowduroy,  79 
Iowa,  169,  18  A.  S.  R.  359,  44  N.  W.  361,  holding  mere  silence  by  vendee  under 
no  obligation  to  speak  not  legal  fraud;  Katzenberger  v.  Leedom,  103  Tenn.  144, 
62  S.  W.  35,  holding  that  fraudulent  intent  of  vendee  may  be  deduced  from  facts 
and  circumstances  without  any  actual  representations;  Levi  v.  Kraminer,  2  Ind. 
App.  594,  28  N.  E.  1028;  Landeman  v.  Wilson,  29  W.  Va.  702,  2  S.  E.  203,— 
holding  concealment  of  insolvency  by  purchaser  obtaining  possession  of  goods 
•without  intending  to  pay  for  them  fraud  and  stops  passing  of  property;  Pike  v. 
Equitable  Nat.  Bank,  1  Ohio  N.  P.  r^3  (affirming  1  Ohio  N.  P.  205)  ;  German 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Princeton  State  Bank,  128  Wis.  60,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  556,  107  N. 
W.  454,  8  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  502, — ^holding  mere  insolvency  or  failure  to  disclose 
such  insolvency  when  not  interrogated  not  sufficient  to  prove  intent  not  to  pay. 

Cited  in  notes  in  14  L.R.A.  265,  on  failure  of  purchaser  of  goods  to  disclose 
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insolvency,  as  fraud;   40  L.  ed.  U.   S.  645,  on  elTect  of  concealment  by  buyer 
on  credit  of  his  financial  condition. 

Disapproved  in  Syracuse  Knitting  Co.  v.  Blanchard,  69  N.  H.  447,  43  Atl. 
037,  holding  knowledge  of  insolvency  and  inability  to  pay  no  presumption, 
of  intention  not  to  pay. 

Presamption   arising    from   absence   of   any    reasonable   expectation    or 
being  able  to  pay. 

Cited  in  Jaffrey  v.  Brown,  29  Fed.  476,  holding  no  reasonable  expectation 
of  being  able  to  pay  equivalent  to  intent  not  to  pay;  Gavin  v.  Armisteed,  6T 
Ark.  574,  38  A.  S.  R.  262,  22  S.  W.  431,  holding  no  reasonable  expectation  of 
being  able  to  pay  not  equivalent  to  intention  not  to  pay;  Atlas  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Rheinstrom,  4  Ohio  N.  P.  16;  Gobrecht  v.  McDonald,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  427;  Wil- 
mot  V.  Lyon,  49  Ohio  St.  296,  34  N.  E.  720  (affirming  11  Ohio  C.  C.  238),— 
holding  no  reasonable  expectations  of  being  able  to  pay  for  goods  equivalent 
to  intention  not  to  pay;  Taylor  v.  Grever,  G  Ohio  C.  C.  269,  to  point  absence 
of  reasonable  expectation  of  paying  for  goods  purchased  is  equivalent  to  intent 
not  to  pay. 

Cited  in  note  in  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)    556,  558,  as  to  whether  lack  of  reasonable 
expectation  of  being  able  to  pay  is  equivalent  to  an  intention  not  to  pay. 
Effect  of  intent  on  vendce*s  part  not  to  pay  for  goods  purchased. 

Cited  in  Peninsular  Stove  Co.  v.  Ellis,  20  Ind.  App.  491,  51  N.  E.  105,. 
holding  purchase  of  goods  by  one  who  at  time  intends  not  to  pay  for  them 
fraudulent,  although  no  fraudulent  representations  or  false  pretenses  made; 
Watson  V.  Silsby,  166  Mass.  57,  43  N.  E.  1117,  holding  one  who  buys  goods^ 
with  preconceived  intention  not  to  pay  for  them  guilty  of  fraud  upon  vendor; 
Gainesville  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bamberger,  77  Tex.  48,  19  A.  S.  R.  738,  13  S.  W. 
959,  holding  that  intention  on  part  of  purchaser  not  to  pay  for  goods  existing 
at  time  of  purchase  and  concealed  from  vendor  vitiates  contract. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  40  A.  R.  366,  on  obtaining  goods  with  intentioa 
not  to  pay  as  fraud. 

Cited  in  notes  in  33  A.  D.  709,  on  effect  of  preconceived  design  not  to  pay 
for  goods  on  right  to  rescind  purchase  of  goods;  41  A.  R,  633,  on  right  of  vendor 
to  reclaim  goods  when  vendee  bought  without  intending  to  pay  therefor;  2 
L.R.A.  154,  on  purchase  of  goods  with  preconceived  design  not  to  pay  for 
them  as  voidable  by  seller;  2  L.R.A.  155,  on  remedy  of  defrauded  seller  of 
goods. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  506,  BERRY  v.  STATE,  81  OHIO  ST.  219. 

Suflioicncy  of  evidence  of  intent  to  commit  larceny. 

Cited  in  Fort  v.  State,  82  Ala.  50,  2  So.  477,  holding  one  picking  cotton  at 
certain  sum  per  hundred  pounds  guilty  of  larceny  where  he  took  cotton-seed 
from  cotton-house  by  night,  and  placed  it  in  basket  picked  day  before  with 
intent  to  increase  its  weight  and  his  compensation;  Baker  v.  State,  58  Ark. 
513,  25  S.  W.  603,  holding  evidence  of  receipt  of  stolen  property  by  accused 
and  transfer  of  it  to  county  of  venue  with  purpose  to  conceal  and  to  exact 
reward  of  owner  for  its  return  sufficiently  proves  venue;  Slaughter  v.  State, 
113  Ga.  284,  84  A.  S.  R.  242,  38  S.  E.  854,  holding  one,  who  finds  prop- 
erty belonging  to  another  and  conceals  it  for  purpose  of  returning  it  after 
reward  offered  and  obtaining  reward,  guilty  of  larceny;  Currier  v.  State,  167 
Ind.    114,   60   N.   E.   1023,   holding  one,   who   conceals   property  of  another  ift 
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his  possession  and  refuses  to  return  it  except  upon  pa3m3ent  of  fictitious  and 
fraudulent  claim,  guilty  of  larceny;  State  v.  Slingerland,  19  Nev.  135,  7 
Pac.  280,  holding  that  taking  of  property  with  intent  to  permanently  deprive 
owner  of  property,  and  without  intention  to  return  same  constitutes  larceny; 
State  V.  Pardee,  37  Ohio  St.  63,  holding  one  receiving  stolen  goods,  knowing 
them  to  be  such,  with  intent,  by  concealing  same,  to  induce  owner  to  pay 
reward,   guilty  of  crime  of  receiving  stolen  goods. 

(  ited  in  notes  in  57  A.  D.  275,  on  intent  as  element  of  larceny;  88  A.  S.  R. 
607,  on  larceny  of  property  with  intent  to  claim  reward. 
Net* crislty  of  specifically  pointing  out  objections  to  charge. 

Cited  in  Behrens  v.  Behrens,  47  Ohio  St.  323,  26  N.  E.  209,  holding  reviewing 
court  not  bound  to  take  notice  of  exception  to  whole  charge  without  a  specific 
pointing  out  part  excepted  to  or  grounds  of  exceptions. 

Distinguished  in  Banta  v.  Martin,  38  Ohio  St.  534,  holding  that  party  who 
states  his  objection  to  separate  specified  parts  of  general  charge  at  time  given 
may  set  forth  upon  failure  of  court  to  modify  charge  parts  complained  of  fol- 
lowed by  statement  that  he  excepts  to  each  and  all  parts  so  specified. 
Establishment  of  fact  by  testimony  as  question  of  law  or  fact. 

Cited  in  Kaufman  v.  Brougliton,  31  Ohio  St.  424,  holding  question  whether 
there  is  any  testimony  to  establish  fact,  or  sustain  issue,  one  of  law. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  510,  BEREA  STONE  CO.  v.  KRAFT,  31  OHIO  ST.  28  7. 
Superior  servant  rule. 

Cited  in  The  Clatsop  Chief,  7  Sawy.  274,  8  Fed.  163,  holding  common  em- 
ployer liable  for  injury  to  inferior  servant  occasioned  by  misconduct  of  superior 
on:  Donnelly  v.  Aida  Min.  Co.  103  Mo.  App.  349,  77  S.  W.  130,  holding  no 
distinction  between  act  of  vice-principal  in  negligently  ordering  fellow-servant 
to  do  imprudent  thing  and  in  doing  thing  himself;  Ballard  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  & 
P.  R.  Co.  51  Mo.  App.  453;  Van  Duzen  Gas  &  Gasoline  Engine  Co.  v.  Schelies, 
61  Ohio  St.  298,  55  N.  E.  998, — holding  servant  injured  from  culpable  fault 
of  master  while  obeying  order  given  by  his  superior  to  do  something  within 
his  employment  apparently  dangerous  entitled  to  recover,  if  person  of  or- 
dinary' prudence  would  have  obeyed  order;  Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Lewis,  33  Ohio  St.  196,  holding  master  liable  places  one  servant  in  position  of 
subordination  to  another,  and  former,  injured  without  fault  on  his  part,  by 
lattcr's  neglipfence,  while  both  acting  in  common  service;  Pittsburg,  C.  &  Pt. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Henderson,  37  Ohio  St.  549,  holding  negligence  of  fellow  servant 
which  contributes  in  producing  injury  cauccd  by  obeying  unreasonable  and 
dangerous  order  of  superintendent  no  defense  to  action  for  personal  injuries; 
Kelly  Island  Lime  &  Transport  Co.  v.  Pachuta,  69  Ohio  St.  462,  100  A.  S.  R. 
706,  69  N.  E.  988,  holding  employer  not  liable  to  one  servant  for  negligence 
of  another  servant  when  both  are  in  common  service  and  one  does  not  control 
other;  Tendrup  v.  John  Stephenson  Co.  51  Hun,  462,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  882, 
holding  master  liable  for  injury  to  employee  by  carelessness  of  fellow- workman 
where  act  causing  injury  independent  one  done  by  order  of  employer's  alter  ego; 
Crispin  v.  Babbitt,  81  N.  Y.  516,  37  A.  R.  521  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability 
of  master  for  injury  to  employer  occasioned  by  negligence  of  superior  employee 
while  discharging  duties  of  inferior  employee. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  9  A.  8.  R.  483,  on  master's  liability  for  negligence 
of  foreman  of  crew  of  workmen. 
Am.  Rep  .Vol.  XVI.— 64. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  37  A.  R.  526,  on  master's  liability  for  superintendent's 
acts  performed  as  coservant;  87  A.  S.  R.  572,  on  right  of  mine  owner  to  delegate 
responsibility  as  to  safety  of  employees;  87  A.  S.  R.  575,  on  liability  of  master 
for  negligence  of  fellow  servants;  87  A.  S.  R.  582,  on  liability  of  master  for 
injuries  to  mining  employees  under  direct  superintendence  of  mine  owner  or 
foreman. 

Disapproved  in  Deep  Min.  &  Drainage  Co.  v.  Fiezgerald,  21  Colo.  533,  43 
Pac.  210,  holding  master  not  liable  for  such  acts  of  vice-principal  as  relate 
to  common  employment  and  on  level  with  acts  of  fellow  laborer,  except  those 
done  by  vice-principal  against  reasonable  objection  of  injured  servant;  O'Brien 
v.  American  Dredging  Co.  53  N.  J.  L.  291,  21  Atl.  324,  holding  master  not 
liable  to  servant  for  injuries  caused  by  negligence  of  superior  servant  also 
employed  as  boss  or  foreman  of  other  workmen  with  whom  he  labors  under 
direction  of  master  or  vice-principal;  Knutter  v.  New  York  &.  N.  J.  Telepli. 
Co.  67  N.  J.  L.  646,  58  L.R.A.  808,  52  Atl.  565,  holding  that  "superior  servant 
rule"  does  not  obtain  in  this  state. 
Who  are  vice  principals  or  superior  servants. 

Cited  in  Smith  t.  Sioux  City  &  P.  R.  Co.  15  Neb.  583,  19  N.  W.  638,  holding 
foreman  having  control  or  superior  authority  over  employee  with  power  to 
employ  and  discharge  superior  servant  whose  negligence  will  be  imputed  to 
master;  New  Omaha  Thompson-Houston  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Baldwin,  62  Neb. 
180,  87  N.  W.  27,  holding  one  given  authority  and  control  vice-principal  whose 
negligence  may  be  imputed  to  his  principal;  Willis  v.  Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  11 
Or.  257,  4  Pac.  121,  holding  that  master  must  have  committed  to  one  sub- 
stantial control  of  business  and  power  to  do  all  acts  necessary  to  its  conduct 
to  constitute  him  vice-principal;  Madden  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  28  W.  Va. 
610,  57  A.  R.  695;  Criswell  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  30  W.  Va.  798, 
6  S.  E.  31,-«-holding  relation  of  vice-principal  established  where  inferior  servant 
is  under  control  and  subject  to  orders  of  superior  servant. 

Cited  in  notes  in  36  A.  D.  289,  on  who  are  fellow  servants;  75  A.  S.  R.  584, 
on  who  is  a  vice  principal;  51  L.R.A.  555,  on  foremen  in  quarries  as  vice 
principals;  51  L.R.A.  618,  on  vice  principalship  with  reference  to  relative 
rank  of  negligent  servant;  51  L.R.A.  598,  on  theory  that  vice  principal  repre- 
sents the  master  even  when  participating  in  manual  labor. 

—  Section  foreman. 

Cited  in  Hutson  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  50  Mo.  App.  300,  holding  section  foreman 
vice  principal  of  section  hand;  L.  S.  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Litz,  18  Ohio  C.  C.  653, 
holding  railroad  company  responsible  for  negligence  of  foreman  in  charge  of 
gang  of  men;  Tills  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  50  Wash.  536,  20  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
434,  97  Pac.  737,  holding  that  section  foreman  is  vice  principal  as  to  men 
propelling  hand-car  on  way  to  work. 

—  Foreman   of  bridge   crew. 

Distinguished  in  Houser  v.  Chicago  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  60  Iowa,  230,  46  A.  R. 
65,  14  N.  W.  778,  holding  foreman  of  railroad  bridge  crew  with  power  to  direct, 
discharge  and  hire,  co-employee  with  men  and  may  recover  for  injuries  received 
by  reason  of  their  negligence. 

—  Conductor. 

Cited  in  Jackson  ▼.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  43  W.  Va.  380,  46  L.R.A.  337,  27 
6.  E.  278,  holding  that  if  conductor  be  vice,  principal  then  act  is  as  if  done  by 
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master  in  person,  and,  no  matter  what  character  of  that  act,  if  done  by  master 
in  person,  he  is  liable. 
^-  Engineer. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Baugh,  149  U.  S.  368,  37  L.  ed.  772,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  914  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  whether  engineer  is  superior  servant  to 
fireman. 

—  Telegraph  operators. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  A  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Camp,  13  C.  C.  A.  233,  31  U.  S.  App.  213, 
■65  Fed.  952,  holding  telegraph  operator  at  station  on  line  of  railroad,  whose 
-duty  it  is  to  receive  telegraphic  orders  relative  to  movements  of  trains  from 
train  dispatcher  at  another  place  and  communicate  them  to  engineers  and  con- 
ductors not  superior  of  engineer. 

—  Engine  hostler.  •. 

Cited  in  Dayharsh  v.  Hannibal  k  St.  J.  R.  Co.  103  Mo.  570,  23  A.  S.  R.  900, 
15  S.  W.  554,  holding  "night  hostler"  or  roundhouse  "boss"  not  fellow  servant 
of  laborer  working  at  same  time  under  his  orders,  in  respect  to  acts  done  by 
former  in  pursuance  of  his  authority  over  branch  of  business  under  his  bharge; 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Sutherland,  12  Ohio  C.  C.  309,  holding  "hostler" 
superior  of  common  laborer  placed  under  his  immediate  charge  and  direction. 

—  Express  agent. 

Cited  in  Dwyer  v.  American  Exp.  Co.  55  Wis.  453,  13  N.  W.  471,  as  to  whether 
"agent  and. manager"  of  express  company's  office  who  is  also  vice  principal  of 
company  can  render  company  liable  for  his  negligence  while  engaged  in  sam« 
work  with  employee. 

—  President  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Oxford  Iron  Co.  42  N.  J.  L.  467,  36  A.  R.  535,  holding 
corporation  liable  to  its  servants  for  negligence  of  its  president  in  discharge  of 
those  duties  which  corporation  owes  to  its  servants. 

2  7  AM.  KEP.   514,  DAVIS  v.  JUSTICE,   31   OHIO  ST.   859. 
Right  of  action  for  loss  of  support  when  husband's  death  is  caused  by 
intoxication. 

Cited  in  Kirchner  v.  Myers,  35  Ohio  St.  85,  35  A.  R.  598,  holding  damages 
resulting  from  death  not  recoverable  in  action  under  statute  for  injury  to 
means  of  support  in  consequence  of  intoxication  which  caused  death  of  intox- 
icated party;  Pegram  v.  Stortz,  31  W.  Va.  220,  6  S.  E.  485,  holding  no  damage 
can  be  given  wife  in  action  for  sale  of  spirituous  liquors  to  husband,  causing 
his  death,  because  of  injury  to  her  means  of  support. 

Cited  in  notes  in  36  A.  S.  R.  831,  on  liability  for  causing  bodily  incapacity 
by  supplying  intoxicating  liquors;  52  A.  R.  160,  on  application  of  proximate 
and  remote  cause  to  cases  arising  under  civil-damage  act. 

Disapproved  in  Gardner  v.  Day,  95  Me.  558,  50  Atl.  892,  holding  that  wife 
injured  in  her  means  of  support  by  reason  of  death  of  husband  caused  by  his 
intoxication  may  maintain  action  under  statute  against  person  selling  liquor; 
Roose  V.  Perkins,  9  Xeb.  304,  31  A.  R.  409,  2  N.  W.  715,  holding  damages 
allowable  for  loss  of  support  when  husband's  death  caused  by  intoxication; 
Mead  v.  Stratton,  87  N.  Y.  493,  41  A.  R.  386,  holding  widow  injured  in  her 
means  of  support  entitled  to  recover  under  "Civil  Damage  Act"  where  husband'<i 
death  results  from  his  intoxication. 
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Construction  of  statutes. 

C  ited  in  Stone  v.  Doster,  7  Ohio  C.  C.  8,  holding  that  regard  should  be  had 
in  construction   of  statutes   to  meaning  of  same  words   and   phrases   in  prior 
sections  of  same  act  and  in  prior  acts  upon  same  subject. 
Sufficiency  of  charge  to  Jury. 

Cited  in  New  York  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Ck>.  v.  Swartout,  14  Ohio.  C.  C.  582,  on  sufli- 
ciency  of  charge  to  jury. 

27  AM.  REP.  621,  SIMMONS  v.  CINCINNATI  SAV.  SOC.  31  OHIO  ST. 

457. 
Essentials  to  yalid  gift  of  note  or  checlc. 

Cited  in  Pullen  v.  Placer  County  Bank,  138  Cal.  169,  94  A.  S.  R.  19,  71  Pac. 
83,  holding  check  given  without  considei^tion  with  directions  to  payee  not  to 
present  it  for  payment  until  after  death  of  drawer  not  completed  gift  when 
unpresented  until  after  death  of  drawer;  Martin  v.  Martin,  89  111.  App.  147, 
holding  gift  of  note  or  check  revocable  until  executed;  Pennell  v.  Ennis,  126  Mo. 
App.  355,  103  S.  W.  147,  holding  complete  delivery  essential  to  valid  gift  and 
that  check  of  donor  is  no  more  than  promise  to  give  amount  written;  Gano 
V.  Fisk,  43  Ohio  St.  462,  64  A.  R.  819,  3  N.  E.  532,  holding  gift  causa  mortis 
not  constituted  by  words  "my  notes  are  in  box  on  bureau  there;  I  want  you  to 
take  them  and  divide  them  equally  among  you  children";  Dickescheid  v.  Kxchange 
Bank,  28  W.  Va.  340,  holding  actual  delivery  to  donee  during  lifetime  of  donor 
necessary  to  pass  title  to  gift  delivered  to  agent  of  donee  residing  with  donor; 
Throgmorton  v.  Grigsby,  124  Ky.  612,  99  S.  W.  650,  holding  that  issual  and 
delivery  of  check  for  purpose  of  gift  is  not  delivery  of  money. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  59  A.  S.  R.  450,  on  revocation  of  gift. 

Cited  in  notes  in  56  A.  R.  253,  on  delivery  of  check  payable  after  maker** 
death  as  gift  inter  vivos  or  causa  mortis;  1  L.R.A.  536,  on  necessity  of  delivery 
to  validity  of  gifts  causa  mortis;  18  L.R.A.  855,  on  gifts  of  checks. 

Distinguished  in  Policy  v.  Hicks,  58  Ohio  St.  218,  41  L.R.A.  858,  50  N.  E. 
8(/9,  holding  delivery  to  donee  of  bank  deposit  book  valid  gift  of  deposits  when 
given  with  intention  of  giving  donee  deposits  represented  by  book. 

27  AM.  REP.  523,  RUSH  v.  WICK,  31  OHIO  ST.  521. 
Liability  of  infant  for  breach  of  promise  to  marry. 

Cited  in  Wise  v.  Schloesser,  111  Iowa,  16,  82  N.  W.  439,  holding  that  infant 
cannot  be  held  liable  for  breach  of  promise  to  marry;  Wells  v.  Hardy.  21  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  454,  51  S.  W.  603,  holding  female  minor,  above  age  of  eigbte<ii.  not 
bound  by  executory  contract  to  marry. 

Cited  in  notes  in  18  A.  S.  R.  627;  57  L.R.A.  684;  63  A.  D.  534;  40  A.  S.  R. 
174,— on  infancy  as  defense  to  breach  of  promise  suit. 

27  AM.  REP.  524,  FINNEY  v.  SMITH,  31  OHIO  ST.  529. 
When  Jury  may  award  attorney's  fees  to  plaintiff. 

Cited  in  Traders*  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mann,  118  Ga.  381,  45  S.  E.  426,  holding  plaintiflT 
not  entitled  to  recover  attorney's  fees  in  suit  on  note,  bond,  account  or  con- 
tract; Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Scofield,  2  Ohio  C.  C.  305,  holding  that 
jury  in  discrimination  case  may  include  reasonable  attorney's  fees  for  counsel 
for  plaintiff;  Stevenson  v.  Morris,  37  Ohio  St.  10,  41  A.  R.  481,  holding  that 
Jury  in  action  to  recover  for  malicious  personal  injury  may  allow  reasonable 
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fee  to  plaintiff  for  attorney's  services;  Diehl  v.  Friester,  37  Ohio  St.  473, 
holding  that  jury  in  action  for  false  imprisonment  may  allow  attorney's  fees 
where  plaintiff's  arrest  was  actuated  by  malice;  Peckham  Iron  Co.  v.  Harper,  41 
Ohio  St.  100,  holding  that  jury  may  include  reasonable  counsel  fees  as  item  of 
conipennation  to  principal  for  conversion  of  goods  by  agent;  Thompson  v.  Pown- 
ing,  15  Xev.  195,  holding  plaintiff  in  libel  action  not  entitled  to  recover  attorney's 
fees  from  simple  fact  of  verdict  in  his  favor;  United  Power  Co.  v.  Matheny,  81 
Ohio  St.  204,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  761,  90  N.  E.  154,  holding  attorney's  fees  not  re- 
coverable, as  damages  for  ejection  of  passenger  without  malice. 

Cited  in  notes  in  8  A.  S.  R.  160,  on  attorneys*  fees  as  element  of  damages; 
4  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  907,  on  expense  of  litigation  as  element,  or  as  limit,  of  punitive 
or  exemplary  damages. 

Distinguished  in  Gates  v.  Toledo,  57  Ohio  St.  105,  48  N.  E.  600,  holding 
counsel  fees  paid  by  party  in  unsuccessful  suit  against  lot  owners  to  recover 
assessments  assigned  by  municipality  to  contractor,  not  recoverable  in  subse- 
quent action  against  corporation  for  damages  for  violation  of  contract. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  529,  JOHNSON  v.  SHARP,  31   OHIO  ST.  611. 
When  title  passes  under  deed  of  assignment. 

Cited  in  Ryan  v.  Root,  56  Ohio  St.  302,  47  N.  E.  51,  holding  that  levy  by  credi- 
tor before  assignment  of  debtor  inures  to  benefit  of  execution  creditor's  judg- 
ments taken  after  assignment  but  at  same  term;  Wilder  v.  Beed,  4  Ohio  N.  P. 
440,  holding  that  assignee  in  insolvency,  under  statute,  of  lessee  may  elect  whether 
to  accept  or  reject  lease. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  32  A.  R.  156,  on  effect  of  delivery  of  assignment 
for  creditors  to  assignee's  agent  as  against  contemporaneous  attachment. 

Distinguished  in  Eggleston  v.  Harrison,  61  Ohio  St.  397,  65  N.  E.  993,  holding 
that  deed  of  assignment  of  land   for  benefit  of  creditors  must  be  entered  for 
record  in  recorder's  office  of  county  where  land  situated  in  order  to  be  notice 
to  bona  fide  purchaser. 
extraterritorial  effect  of  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors. 

Cited  in  Askew  v.  La  Cygne  Exch.  Bank,  83  Mo.  366,  53  A.  R.  690,  holding  that 
voluntary  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors  made  in  another  state  will  have 
priority  over  claims  of  subsequent  attaching  creditors  here;  Wright  v.  Franklin 
Bank,  59  Ohio  St.  80,  51  N.  E.  876,  holding  that  deed  of  assignment  executed  and 
delivered  in  state  where  parties  resided,  conveying  property  in  this  state,  takes 
efifect  from  time  of  its  delivery. 

Cited  in  notes  in  55  A.  R.  133,  on  extraterritorial  effect  of  transfers  of  personal 
property;  3  L.R.A.  702,  on  extraterritorial  force  of  laws  of  state;  23  L.R.A. 
33;  78  A.  D.  594,  595, — on  extraterritorial  effect  of  assignments  for  benefit  of 
creditors. 

Law    governing    validity    and    character    of    assignment    for    benefit    of 
creditors. 

Cited  in  Schroeder  v.  Tompkins,  58  Fed.  672,  holding  validity  and  character 
of  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors  determined  by  common  law. 
Wlien  title  to  banl£  remittances  passes. 

Cited  in  Hayden  v.  Chemical  Nat.  Bank,  28  C.  C.  A.  548,  55  U.  S.  App.  420, 
84  Fed.  874,  holding  that  titlo  passes  to  remittances  made  by  national  banic 
indebted  to  another  bank  when  letter  placed  in  mails. 
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When  possession  by  former  owner  is  not  fraudulent  per  se. 

Cited  in  Lowe  v.  Matson,  140  111.  108,  29  N.  E.  1036,  to  point  that  con- 
veyance in  trust  for  creditors  is  within  exception  that  possession  consists  witb 
terms  and  object  of  deed  is  not  legal  fraud. 

f  7  AM.  REP.  588,  AMAZON  INS.  CO.  v.  WAIili,  31   OHIO  ST.  688. 

Validity  of  parol  contract  of  insurance. 

Cited  in  Newark  Mach.  Co.  v.  Kenton  Ins.  Co.  50  Ohio  St.  649,  22  L.R.A. 
768,  35  N.  E.  1060,  holding  that  valid  contract  of  insurance  may  be  made 
by  parol  when  not  prohibited  by  statute  or  known  provision  of  company'a 
charter. 

Cited  in  notes  in  22  L.R.A.  768,  on  validity  of  oral  insurance  contract;  22 
L.R.A.  772,  on  validity  of  oral  agreement  to  renew  or  extend  policy. 
Authority  of  insurance  agent. 

Cited  in  note  in  107  A.  S.  R.  149,  on  authority  of  agent  to  waive  conditions 
aa  to  additional  insurance. 

27  AM.  REP.  685,  BfARIiING  v.  MARLING,  9  W.  VA.  79. 
Specific  performance  of  parol  contract  for  sale  of  land. 

Cited  in  Swales  v.  Jackson,  126  Ind.  282,  26  N.  £.  62,  holding  that  equity 
will  enforce  parol  contract  for  sale  of  land  where  vendee  has  taken  possession 
and  made  valuable  and  permanent  improvements. 
—  Parol  promise  to  convey  as  gift. 

Cited  in  Lorentz  v.  Loreutz,  14  W.  Va.  761,  holding  that  equity  will  enforce 
parol  agreement  between  father  and  son,  that  father  will  convey  land  to  sou 
upon  his  entering  and  improving  same,  upon  performance  on  part  of  son;  Frame 
▼.  Frame,  32  W.  Va.  463,  6  L.R.A.  323,  9  S.  E.  901,  holding  that  court  of  equity 
will  enforce  verbal  promise  by  father  to  make  deed  of  land  to  son  where  son 
has  taken  possession  and  expended  money  and  labor  in  improvements. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  32  A.  R.  668,  on  effect  of  parol  promise  to  make 
voluntary  conveyance. 

Cited  in  notes  in  13  L.R.A.  724,  as  to  how  far  voluntary  covenants  are  enforce- 
able ;  12  E.  R.  C.  438,  on  sufficiency  of  gift  inter  vivos. 

27  AM.  REP.  548,  DOUGLASS  v.  HARRISVIIiLE,  9  W.  VA.  162. 
Injunction  against  collection  of  illegal  tax. 

Cited  in  Strenna  v.  Montgomery,  86  Ala.  340,  5  So.  115;  Christie  v.  Maiden, 
23  W.  Va.  667;  Blue  Jacket  Consol.  Copper  Co.  v.  Scherr,  50  W.  Va.  533,  40 
S.  E.  514, — holding  that  collection  of  illegal  tax  cannot  be  enjoined  upon  sole 
ground  of  its  illegality;  Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Miller,  19  W.  Va.  408,  holding 
that  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  collection  of  illegal  tax  where 
it  will  prevent  multiplicity  of  suits;  Williams  v.  County  Ct.  26  W.  Va.  488,  53 
A.  R.  94,  holding  that  injunction  will  lie  to  restrain  collection  of  dog  tax  on 
sole  ground  of  illegality  in  order  to  prevent  multiplicity  of  suits;  Baker  v. 
Rinehard,  11  W.  Va.  238;  White  v.  Stender,  24  W.  Va.  615,  49  A.  R.  283,— 
holding  that  injunction  will  not  lie  to  prevent  sale  of  personal  property  of  third 
person  levied  on  for  unpaid  taxes;  Powell  v.  Parkersburg,  28  W.  Va.  698,  hold- 
ing unlawful  tax  on  real  estate  creating  cloud  upon  title  sufficient  to  confer 
jurisdiction  on  equity  court  to  interfere  by  injunction;  Wilson  ▼.  Philippi, 
89  W.  Va.  75,  19  S.  E.  553,  holding  that  equity  will  not  enjoin  collection  of 
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sidewalk  assessment  on  sole  ground  that  it  is  illegal;  Riddle  v.  Charlestown, 
43  W.  Va.  796,  28  S.  E.  831,  holding  that  equity  will  not  enjoin  municipal 
assessments  merely  on  grounds  of  illegality  or  irregularity. 

Cited  in  notes  in  69  A.  D.  199,  on  right  to  enjoin  collection  of  taxes  and 
assessments;  7  L.R.A.  182,  on  injunction  against  imposition  or  enforcement  of 
illegal  taxes;  22  L.R.A.  700,  on  injunction  against  collection  of  illegal  taxes; 
22  L.R.A.  701,  on  injunction  against  collection  of  taxes  because  of  mere  illegality, 
irregularity,  etc.;  22  L.RwA.  704,  on  relief  granted  in  injunction  to  restrain 
collection  of  illegal  taxes  to  avoid  multiplicity  of  suits;  22  L.R.A.  705,  on 
injunction  against  collection  of  illegal  tax  to  prevent  cloud  on  title. 
Prospective  operation  of  statute. 

Cited  in  New  Orleans  v.  Vergnole,  33  La.  Ann.  35;  New  Orleans  v.  Poydraa 
Orphan  Asylum,  33  La.  Ann.  850, — ^holding  that  provisions  in  constitution  pro- 
hibiting legislature  from  authorizing  subordinate  branches  of  state  government 
from  assuming  liabilities,  operates  prospectively  only;  Mestas  v.  Diamond  CoaT 
&  Coke  Co.  12  Wyo.  414,  76  Pac.  567,  holding  that  provision  in  constitution  that,, 
no  law  shall  be  enacted  limiting  amount  of  damages  recoverable  in  personal 
injury  action,  operates  prospectively  only. 
Certainty  of  town  boundaries  in  petition  for  change  of  limits. 

Cited  in  Shank  v.  Ravenswood,  43  W.  Va.  242,  27  S.  E.  223,  holding  that 
town  boundaries  in  petition  for  change  of  limits  need^ot  be  so  certain  as  in 
deed. 

27  AM.  REP.  552,  WHEELING,  P.  &  C.  TRANSP.  CO.  v.  WHEELING^ 

9  W.  VA.   170,  Affirmed  in  99  U.  S.  273,  25  L.  ed.  412. 
Municipal  power  of  taxation. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  27  A.  R.  382,  on  municipal  power  of  taxation; 
39  A.  R.  280,  on  power  of  city  to  tax  for  support  of  government. 
Place  of  taxation  of  vehicles  of  commerce. 

Cited  in  notes  in  66  A.  D.  526;  34  A.  R.  208, — on  place  of  taxation  of  vessels; 
60  L.R.A.  654,  on  place  of  taxation  of  vehicles  of  commerce. 

27   AM.  REP.   558,  McCALL  v.  PHCENIX  MUT.  L.  INS.  CO.   9  W.  VA. 

287. 
Measure  of  damages  for  repudiation  of  contract  by  insurer. 

Cited  in  Supreme  Council  A.  L.  H.  v.  Black,  59  C.  C.  A.  414,  123  Fed.  650, 
holding  that  insured  may  recover  upon  wrongful  cancelation  of  policy  by 
insurer,  all  premiums  he  has  paid;  Krebs  v.  Security  Trust  &  L.  Ins.  Co.  156  Fed. 
204,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  wrongful  repudiation  of  contract  by  insurer 
difference  between  carrying  insurance  which  he  has  and  cost  of  new  insurance  for 
same  amount  and  term,  all  accumulations  and  profits  on  former  policy;  Mc- 
Donnell V.  Alabama  Grold  L.  Ins.  Co.  85  Ala.  401,  5  So.  120,  holding  policy  holder 
creditor  of  insurance  company  with  right  to  sue  for  equitable  value  of  policy, 
instanter.  upon  its  dissolution;  Parsons  v.  Lane,  (Re  Millers  &  Mfrs.'  Ins.  Co.)  97 
Minn.  98,  4  L.R.A.(X.S.)  231,  106  N.  W.  485,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1144.  holding 
that  insurer  who  wrongfully  terminates  policy  must  return  premiums;  Suess 
v.  Imperial  L.  Ins.  Co.  64  Mo.  App.  1,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  wrongful 
refusal  of  insurer  to  receive  premium,  all  money  paid  under  policy  with  interest; 
Lovick  V.  Providence  Life  Asso.  110  N.  C.  S3,  14  S.  E.  606,  holding  measure  of 
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damages  for  breach  of  life  insurance  contract  amount  of  premiums  and  assess- 
ments paid. 

CMted  in  reference  notes  in  28  A.  R.  358;  29  A.  R.  693;  59  A.  S.  R.  669;  dry 
A.  S.  R.  398;  31  A.  R.  559, — on  right  of  insured  to  recover  premiums  paid 
under  contract  wrongfully  determined  by  insurer;  39  A.  S.  R.  499,  on  recovery 
of  premiums  where  pplicy  is  void. 

Disapproved  in  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  L.  Asso.  v.  Ferrenbach,  7  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
J163,  75  C.  C.  A.  304,  144  Fed.  342,  holding  measure  of  damages  in  action  for 
wrongful   cancelation   of    life    insurance    policy   amount   of    policy    less   cost    of 
carrying  it  to  maturity  had  it  remained  in  force. 
KfTect  of  mistakes  of  insurance  agent. 

Cited  in  notes  in  3  A.  S.  R.  630;  20  L.R.A.  277,  278, — on  effect  of  mistakes 
of  agent  in  filling  out  application  for  insurance;  16  L.R.A.  37,  on  effect  of  agent's 
perversion  of  information  by  the  insured;  16  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1243,  on  estoppel 
because  of  fraud  or  mistake  of  agent  preparing  application  to  avoid  policy 
because  of  incorrect  answers  as  to  occupation,  age,  or  income  where  correct 
answers  were  given  by  applicant;  77  A.  D.  725;  4  L.R.A. (N.S.)  608,  on  effect  of 
agents  insertion  in  application  of  false  answers  to  question  correctly  answered  by 
insured;  20  L.  ed.  U.  S.  617,  on  effect  of  agent's  filling  in  untrue  answers  in  ap- 
plication without  knowledge  of  assured. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  562,  liffLING  v.  CABLE,  9  W.  VA.  522. 
Validity  of  sale  of  personalty  having  no  potential  existence. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Maxon,  56  W.  Va.  194,  49  S.  E.  123,  holding  sale  of  transfer 
of  patents  having  no  potential  existence  at  time  of  sale  void  at  law;  Wiant  v. 
Hays,  38  W.  Va.  681,  23  L.R.A.  82,  18  S.  E.  807,  holding  that  personalty  hav- 
ing potential  existence  may  be  subject  of  sale. 
Assignment  of  fund  not  in  existence. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kimberland,  16  W.  Va.  656,  holding  that  particular 
fund  or  debt  on  which  draft  for  whole  amount  is  drawn  must  have  actual  or 
potential  existence;  O'Niel  v.  William  B.  H.  Kerr  Co.  (O'Niel  v.  Helmke),  124 
Wis.  234,  70  L.R.A.  338,  102  N.  W.  673,  holding  that  assignment  of  fund  not 
in  existence  does  not  pass  any  legal  interest  in  any  part  of  it  not  actually  paid 
over  or  give  any  lien  thereon. 

Cited  in  note  in  5  L.R.A.  123,  on  assignability  of  mere  possibilities. 

27  AM.  REP.  566,  STOCKTON  v.  FARSEY,  10  W.  VA.  171. 
Rights  and  disabilities  of  married  women. 

Cited  in  Radford  v.  Carwile,  13  W.  Va.  572,  holding  promissory  note  of 
married  woman  void  at  law,  even  though  her  statutory  legal  estate  can  be 
charged  with  her  debts  and  liabilities;  Roseberry  v.  Roseberry,  27  W.  Va.  759, 
holding  all  contracts  made  by  wife  at  common  law  void;  Bruff  v.  Thompson, 
31  VV.  Va.  16,  6  S.  E.  352  (dissenting  opinion),  on  validity  of  married  woman's 
contracts;  Mynes  v.  Mynes,  47  W.  Va.  681,  35  S.  E.  935  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  common  law  disability  of  husband  and  wife  to  contract  with  each  othei 
during  coverture. 

Cited  in  note  in  72  A.  D.  513,  on  when  separate  estate  of  married   woman 
chargeable  with  her  debts  and  contracts. 
—  Rigtit  to  sue  and  be  .sued. 

Cited  in   Miller  v.   Peck,   18  W.   Va.   76,  holding  that  married   woman   may 
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proceed  in  her  own.  name  under  statute  of  interpleader  to  assert  her  right  to 
her  separate  personal  estate;  Carey  v.  Burruss,  20  W.  Va.  571,  43  A.  R.  790, 
holding  that  married  woman  cannot  be  sued  in  court  of  law  on  any  contract  made 
while  living  with  her  husband;  Mathews  v.  Greer,  21  W.  Va.  694,  holding  that 
under  statute  married  woman  may  sue  for  recovery  of  possession  of  her  separate 
real  property  without  uniting  husband  in  action;  Bank  of  Huntington  v.  Ilysell, 
22  W.  Va.  142,  holding  that  married  woman  living  with  husband  cannot  be 
sued  at  law  but  only  in  chancery;  Peck  v.  Marling,  22  W.  Va.  708,  holding 
plea  of  coverture  good  plea  in  bar  when  contract  was  made,  to  any  action  brought 
on  any  contract;  Howe  v.  Stortz,  27  W.  Va.  555,  holding  that  liability  of  married 
woman  for  debt  can  only  be  enforced  in  equity  out  of  her  separate  personal 
estate;  McKenzie  v.  Wiley,  27  W.  Va.  658,  holding  judgment  at  law  recovered 
on  bond  of  married  woman  void;  White  v.  Foote  Lumber  &  Mfg.  Co.  29  W.  Va. 
385,  6  A.  S.  R.  650,  1  S.  £.  572,  holding  judgment  rendered  by  common-law 
court  against  married  woman  upon  contract  made  during  coverture  void;  I^ickens 
V.  Kniseley,  36  W.  Va.  794,  15  S.  E.  997,  holding  bond  of  married  woman  void 
at  law,  and  in  equity  except  as  to  her  separate  estate;  Dulin  v.  McCaw,  39  W. 
Va.  721,  20  S.  E.  681,  holding  that  separate  personal  estate  of  nonresident  married 
woman  may  be  proceeded  against  by  suit  in  equity  with  order  of  attachment  in 
circuit  court  of  court  in  which  it  is  found. 

Cited  in  note  in  134  Am.  St.  R.  943,  on  validity  of  judgments  against  married 
women. 

27  AM.  REP.  571,  BURTON  v.  HANSFORD,  10  W.  VA.  470. 
Liability  of  irresalar  indorser. 

Cited  in  Nathan  v.  Sloan,  34  Ark.  524,  holding  parties  who  indorse  note  in 
blank  at  time  it  is  executed  by  maker  and  for  same  consideration  joint  makers 
and  not  guarantors;  Kealing  v.  Vansickle,  74  Ind.  529,  39  A.  R.  101,  holding 
liability  of  one  who  indorses  mercantile  paper  before  its  indorsement  by  payee 
prima  facie  that  of  strict  indorsement;  Harnett  v.  Holdredge,  73  Neb.  570,  119 
A.  S.  R.  905,  103  N.  W.  277,  holding  persons  who  write  names  in  blank  on  back 
of  note  payable  to  order  of  maker  which  is  indorsed  by  maker  and  delivered 
to  third  persons  liable  as  indorsers;  Heidenheimer  v.  Blumenkron,  56  Tex.  308, 
holding  stranger  who  puts  his  name  to  note  with  understanding  that  his  indorse- 
ment shall  be  inoperative  until  note  indorsed  by  payee,  only  liable  as  second 
indorser;  Long  v.  Campbell,  37  W.  Va.  665,  17  S.  E.  197;  Roanoke  Grocery  &  Mill 
Co.  V.  VVatkins,  41  W.  Va.  787,  24  S.  E.  612;  Miller  v.  Clendenin,  42  W.  Va. 
41 G,  26  S.  E.  512;  Golding  Sons  Co.  v.  Cameron  Pottery  Co.  60  W.  Va.  317,  55 
S.  E.  306;  Quesenberry  v.  Wood,  64  W.  Va.  5,  60  S.  E.  881;  Peters  v.  Nolan  Coal 
Co.  61  W.  Va.  392,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  989,  56  S.  E.  T35,— holding  that  payee  of 
note  who  does  not  indorse  it,  may  treat  maker  and  others  who  put  name  on 
back  of  it  before  delivery  as  joint  makers  or  latter  as  indorsers  or  guarantors 
at  liis  election  unless  he  agi'ees  before  delivery  to  treat  them  in  particular  char- 
acter; Young  V.  Sehon,  53  W.  Va.  127,  97  A.  S.  R.  970,  62  L.R.A.  499,  44  S.  E.  136, 
holding  that  any  agreement  between  parties  to  note  bearing  irregular  indorsp- 
nieiits,  as  to  extent  of  their  liability  may  be  shown  by  parol;  Parsons  v.  Harrold, 
46  W.  Va.  122,  32  S.  E.  1002,  holding  that  payee  may  treat  two  person,  who 
make  note,  as  bntli  principals. 

Annotation  cited  in  Johnson  v.  Tully,  2  Ariz.  214,  12  Pac.  Qo,  holding  payee 
of  note  indorsing  for  discount  not  comaker  but  endorser. 
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Cited  in  reference  notes  in  27  A.  R.  630,  on  liability  of  irregular  indorser; 

28  A.  R.  624,  on  liability  on  indorsement  by  stranger;  29  A.  R.  536,  on  liability 
of  indorser  of  negotiable  instrument  before  utterance ;  3  A.  S.  R.  502,  on  liability 
of  one  indorsing  note  before  delivery  to  payee;  30  A.  S.  R.  418;  36  A«  S.  R. 
266, — on  liability  of  indorsers  of  negotiable  instruments. 

Cited  in  note  in  72  A.  S.  R.  680,  on  effect  of  indorsement  by  stranger  before 
delivery. 
Sufliciency  of  declaration. 

Cited  in  Sayre  v.  Edwards,  19  W.  Va.  362,  holding  cause  of  action  in  assumpsit 
alleged  by  way  of  recital  good  upon  general  demurrer  where  declaration  con- 
<!ludes  "and  whereas  defendant  promised  to  pay  said  lien;"  Sheppard  v.  Peabody 
Ins.  Co.  21  W.  Va.  368,  holding  common  count  in  assumpsit  good  on  demurrer 
where  promise  is  stated  after  a  "whereas*'  though  it  is  very  gist  of  action;  Bat- 
trell  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  34  W.  Va.  232,  11  L.R.A.  290,  12  S.  E.  699;  Spiker  v. 
Bohrer,  37  W.  Va.  258,  16  S.  E.  675, — ^holding  that  whatever  facts  are  necessary 
to  constitute  cause  of  action  must  be  directly  and  distinctly  stated  and  not 
ty  way  of  recital;  Quarrier  v.  Peabody  Ins.  Co.  10  W.  Va.  507,  27  A.  R.  582, 
holding  plea  failing  to  allege  necessary  facts  but  only  reciting  them  fatally 
defective;  Patton  v.  Elk  River  Nav.  Co.  13  W.  Va.  259,  holding  that  matter 
unnecessarily  stated  in  pleading,  foreign  and  irrelevant  to  cause  need  not  be 
proved  but  will  be  rejected  as  surplusage;  Stewart  v.  Codrington,  65  Fla.  327, 
45  So.  809,  holding  that  recital  of  facts  after  "whereas"  is  only  former  defect; 
Kidd  V.  Beckley,  64  W.  Va.  80,  60  S.  E.  1089,  holding  that  declaration  need 
not  allege  that  irregular  indorsement  was  prior  to  delivery;  Acme  Wood  Co. 
V.  Older,  64  W.  Va.  255,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  807,  61  S.  E.  236,  holding  that  clause 
""whereby  he  promised  and  agreed  to  pay  etc."  is  sufficient  averment  of  prom- 
ise. 
Parol  evidence  to  vary  terms  of  notes. 

Cited  in  notes  in  4  E.  R.  C.  549,  651,  on  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  as  to 
order  of  liability  of  parties  to  bill  or  note;  11  E.  R.  C.  231,  on  admissibility 
■of  parol  evidence  to  vary  terms  of,  negotiable  instruments. 

27  AM.  REP.  582,  QtTARRIER  v.  PEABODY  INS.  CO.  10  W.  VA.  507. 
Necessity  of  Insurable  interest  at  time  of  insurance  and  loss. 

Cited  in  Gustin  v.  Concordia  F.  Ins.  Co.  164  Mo.  172,  64  S.  W.  178  (affirming 
90  Mo.  App.  373),  holding  that  plaintiff  must  state  in  plain  and  concise  manner 
his  insurable  interest  in  property  both  at  time  of  insurance  and  loss;  Chrisman 
V.  State  Ins.  Co.  16  Or.  283,  18  Pac.  466;  Hardwick  v.  State  Ins.  Co.  20  Or. 
547,  26  Pac.  840, — holding  that  complaint  in  action  on  policy  to  recover  for 
loss  by  fire  must  allege  insurable  interest  in  property  damaged;  Lucas  v. 
Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  23  W.  Va.  258,  48  A.  R.  383,  holding  that  mere 
possession  of  piano  by  merchant  for  any  purpose  connected  with  his  business 
would  give  him  insurable  interest  therein;  Travis  v.  Peabody  Ins.  Co.  28  W.  Va. 
583;  Sheppard  v.  Peabody  Ins.  Co.  21  W.  Va.  368, — ^holding  that  insured  must 
have  insurable  interest  in  property  at  time  of  insurance  and  loss. 

Cited  in  note  in  52  L.R.A.  333,  on  necessity  of  insurable  interest  at  time  of 
policy  and  at  time  of  loss. 
Stipulations  in  policy  against  change  of  title  or  interest. 

Cited  in  Union  Ins.  Co.  v.  Barwick,  36  Neb.  223,  54  N.  W.  619,  holding  that 
mortgage  of  chattels  without  change  of  possession  will  not  avoid  policy;  Morotoclc 
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Ins.  Co.  V.  Rodefer  Bros.  92  Va.  747,  53  A.  S.  R.  846,  24  S.  E.  393,  holding  con- 
dition in  policy,  that  interest  of  insured  must  be  unconditional  and  sole  owner- 
ship, not  violated  by  existence  of  mortgage  at  date  of  policy;  Union  Assur.  Soc. 
V.  Nails,  101  Va.  613,  99  A.  S.  R.  923,  44  S.  E.  896,  holding  that  assured's  interest 
continues  '^unconditional  and  sole"  notwithstanding  deed  of  trust  on  property; 
Nease  v.  ^tna  Ins.  Co.  32  W.  Va.  283,  9  S.  E.  233,  holding  stipulation  in 
policy  against  transfer  or  change  in  title  not  violated  by  execution  of  trust  deed 
after  insurance  made;  Medley  v.  German  Alliance  Ins.  Co.  65  W.  Va.  342,  47  S. 
E.  101,  2  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  99,  holding  warranty  of  sole  and  unconditional  or 
absolute  and  sole  ownership  not  broken  by  existence  of  encumbrance  on  land: 
Mascott  V.  First  Nat.  F.  Ins.  Co.  69  Vt.  116,  37  Atl.  265,  holding  existence  of 
two  hundred  dollar  mortgage  on  twenty-five  hundred  dollar  property  insured 
for  nine-hundred  dollars  not  material  to  risk  as  matter  of  law. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  31  A.  R.  732,  as  to  what  lien  or  encumbrance 
will  be  breach  of  condition  in  insurance  policy  that  insured  has  perfect  title; 
35  A.  R.  623,  on  mortgage  as  transfer  within  prohibition  in  insurance  policy; 
9  A.  S.  R.  75,  on  effect  of  mortgage  of  insured  property. 

Cited  in  note  in  38  L.R.A.  566,  on  mortgage  as  an  absolute  conveyance  of 
insured  property. 

Distinguished  in  Eagan  v.  ^Etna  F.  ft  M.  Ins.  Co.  10  W.  Va.  683,  holding 
stipulation  in  policy  against  building  standing  on  leased  groimd  without  knowl- 
edge of  company  waived  by  adjustment  of  loss  by  company  with  full  knowledge 
of  facts. 
Construction  of  insurance  contracts. 

Cited  in  Medley  v.  German  Alliance  Ins.  Co.  65  W.  Va.  342,  47  S.  E.  101,  2  A. 
ft   E.   Ann.   Cas.   99,   holding  contracts  of   insurance  construed  most  strongly 
against  company. 
When  contract  of  insurance  is  entire. 

Cited  in  McQueeny  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  62  Ark.  257,  20  A.  S.  R.  179,  5  L.R.A. 
744,  12  S.  W.  498,  holding  contract  of  insurance  on  two  houses  in  same  inclosure 
for  separate  sums  for  gross  premium  entire,  and  so  long  as  either  was  occupied 
policy  was  not  suspended;  Born  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  110  Iowa,  379,  80  A.  S.  R. 
300,  81  N.  W.  670,  holding  policy  insuring  both  real  and  personal  property 
not  forfeited  in  toto  for  mortgage  given  on  part  of  property  only;  Trabue  v. 
Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co.  121  Mo.  75,  42  A.  S.  R.  523,  23  L.R.A.  719,  25  S.  W. 
848,  holding  policy  insuring  building  and  contents  separately  not  avoided  as  to 
latter  by  forfeiture  of  insurance  on  realty  by  change  in  title  thereto;  Wright  v. 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  12  Mont.  474,  19  L.R.A.  211,  31  Pac.  87,  holding  that  violation  of 
prohibition  against  mortgage  as  to  one  class  of  property  in  policy  covering  sepa- 
rate classes,  will  not  invalidate  policy  as  to  other  classes ;  Baldwin  v.  Hartford  F. 
Ins.  Co.  60  N.  H.  422,  49  A.  R.  324,  holding  that  alienation,  by  insured,  with- 
out notice  of  one  of  several  parcels  of  realty,  avoids  policy  stipulating  against 
alienation,  as  to  property  not  alienated,  unless  risk  of  remaining  property  not 
ihcreased;  Biggs  v.  North  Carolina  Home  Ins.  Co.  88  N.  C.  141,  as  to  whether 
forfeiture  of  policy  extends  l)eyond  insurance  on  specific  property,  or  contract 
is  entire;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Connelly,  104  Tenn.  93,  56  S.  W.  828,  holding  policy 
insuring  residence  for  certain  sum  and  contents  for  another  sum  avoided  in  toto 
by  insured's  fraud  relating  to  contents;  Georgia  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  McKinley, 
14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  7,  37  S.  W.  606,  holding  violation  of  provision  in  policy, 
covering  storehouse  and  merchandise,  relating  only  to  merchandise  no  bar  to 
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recovery  for  loss  of  building  and  fixtures;  Mutual  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ward,  95  Va. 
231,  28  S.  W.  209,  holding  "other  insurance"  taken  on  house  not  burned  no  defense 
to  action  for  loss  of  other  house  included  in  same  policy;  Loomis  v.  Rockford  Ins. 
Co.  77  Wis.  87,  20  A.  S.  R.  96,  8  L.R.A.  834,  45  N.  W.  813,  holding  sale  of 
part  of  property  without  insurer's  consent  did  not  vitiate  policy  as  to  other 
property  situated  several  miles  from  building  sold. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  29  A.  R.  185,  on  severability  of  loss  on  policy  void 
as  to  part. 

Cited  in  notes  in  74  A.  D.  499,  600,  on  whether  insurance  policy  void  as  to- 
part  of  property  is  void  in  toto;  38  A.  R.  230,  on  severability  of  insurance  con- 
tract where  part  is  void  for  misrepresentation;  8  L.R.A.  834,  on  entire  and 
severable  contracts  of  fire  insurance;  19  L.R.A.  212,  as  to  severability  of  insur- 
ance in  same  policy. 

Distinguished  in  Dumas  v.  Northwestern  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  12  App.  D.  C.  245,^ 
40  L.R.A.  368,  holding  that  indivisibility  of  policy  on  furniture  as  whole  renders 
it  entirely  void  when  avoided  as  to  part  by  breach  of  conditions  as  to  title  and 
encumbrances. 

Disapproved  in  Goorberg  v.  Western  Assur.  Co.  150  Cal.  610,  119  A.  S.  R.  246, 
10   L.R.A.(N.S.)    876,   89   Pac.   130,  holding  question   whether   contract  of   fire 
insurance   is  entire  or   severable  one   of   intention   determined   by   language  of 
policy  and  circumstances  surrounding  parties  at  time  insurance  made. 
Effect  of  concealment   by   insured   on   insurer's   liability. 

Cited  in  Parsons  v.  Lane  (Re  Millers'  &  Mfrs'  Ins.  Co.,  97  Minn.  98,  4  L.R.A^ 
(N.S.)  231,  106  N.  W.  485,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1114,  holding  it  incumbent  oa 
applicant  for  insurance  to  disclose  nature  of  his  title;  Glens  Falls  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Michael,  167  Ind.  669,  8  L.R.A. (N.S.)  708,  74  N.  E.  964  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  doctrine  of  concealment  in  reference  to  application  for  insurance. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  38  A.  R.  687,  on  omission  to  mention  lien  or  condi- 
tional sale  as  breach  of  covenant  to  state  if  ownership  is  other  than  entire. 
Effect  of  adjustment  on  condition  against  additional  insurance. 

Cited  in  Levy  v.  Peabody  Ins.  Co.  10  W.  Va.  660,  27  A.  R.  598.  holding  that 
adjustment  of  loss  with  full  knowledge  of  facts  waives  condition  in  policy 
against  additional  insurance. 

Admission  of  ownersliip  by  general  demurrer  to  sufficiency  of  insured *s 
petition. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jameson  Bros.  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  651, 
73  S.  W.  418,  holding  that  general  exception  to  sufficiency  of  petition  in  action 
for  value  of  property  destroyed  by  fire  admits  truth  of  allegations  of  owner- 
ship. 
Proper  party  to  appear  for  corporation  in  plea  to  Jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  Kelley  v.  Miesissippi  C.  R.  Co.  2  Flipp.  581,  1  Fed.  564,  holding  that 
head  officer  of  corporation  sued  as  such  may  deny  that  he  sustains  that  relation; 
Teter  v.  West  Virginia  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  35  W.  Va.  433,  14  S.  E.  146,  holding  that 
answer  of  corporation  should  be  signed  by  president;  United  States  Blowpipe  Co. 
v.  Spencer,  46  W.  Va.  5fl0,  33  S.  E.  342  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  proper  person 
to  appear  for  corporation  in  plea  to  jurisdiction. 

Distinguished  in  Miller  v.  Tewsmith  Lumber  Co.  42  W.  Va.  323,  26  S.  E.  175, 
holding  that  corporation  may  appear  by  attorney  in  plea  in  abatement  of  attach- 
ment. 
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Sufficiency  of  pica  to  jurisdiction. 

Cited  ill  Stolle  v.  ^Etna  F.  k  M.  Ins.  Co.  10  W.  Va.  546,  27  A.  R.  593;  Mason 
V.  Citizens'  F.  M.  &  L.  Ins.  Co.  10  W.  Va.  572, — on  sufficiency  of  plea  to  juris- 
-diction;  Wooddell  v.  West  Virginia  Improv.  Co.  38  W.  Va.  23,  17  S.  E.  386, 
holding  no  formal  defense  required  in  plea  to  local  jurisdiction;  Harvey  T. 
Parkersburg  Ins.  Co.  37  W.  Va.  272,  16  S.  E.  580,  holding  that  rules  of  strict 
pleading  still  apply  on  demurrer  to  pleas  in  abatement;  Rader  v.  Adamson,  37 
W.  Va.  582,  16  S.  E.  808,  to  permit  that  old  strictness  of  common  law  both  as  to 
form  and  substance  is  required  in  plea  to  jurisdiction;  Snyder  v.  Philadelphia  Co. 
64  W.  Va.  149,  102  A.  S.  R.  941,  63  L.R,A.  896,  46  S.  E.  366,  1  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas. 
225,  holding  that  notice  to  contest  jurisdiction  of  court  on  ground  that  cause  of 
action  did  not  arise  in  county  where  venue  laid  must  be  given  by  plea  in 
abatement;  Risher  v.  Wheeling  Roofing  &  Cornice  Co.  57  W.  Va.  149,  49  S.  E. 
1016,  holding  all  particularly  of  common  law  required  in  plea  in  abatement; 
Jackson  v.  Big  Sandy  &  C.  R.  Co.  63  W.  Va.  18,  129  A.  S.  R.  955,  59  S.  E. 
749,  holding  that  answer,  seeking  abatement  for  want  of  necessary  parties,  must 
aver  facts  showing  interest  of  absent  party;  Pennington  v.  Gillaspie,  63  W. 
Va.  541,  61  S.  E.  416,  holding  that  objection  to  jurisdiction  must  be  taken  by 
plea   in   abatement. 

27  AM.  REP.  593,  STOLLE  v.  ^TNA  F.  &  M.  INS.  CO.  10  W.  VA.  546. 
Power  of  insurer's  agent  to  waive  conditions  in  policy. 

Cited  in  Lamberton  v.  Connecticut  F.  Ins.  Co.  39  Minn.  129,  1  L.R.A.  222, 
39  X.  W.  76,  holding  stipulation  in  policy  against  waiver  by  agent,  ineffectual 
to  limit  legal  capacity  of  company  to  afterwards  bind  itself  contrary  to  con- 
ditions of  policy,  by  agent  acting  within  scope  of  general  authority. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  S.  R.  45,  on  what  agents  have  authority  to  waive 
conditions  in  policy. 
Conclusiveness  of  adjustment  of  loss  by  insurer. 

Cited  ia  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Jameson,  13  W.  Va.  833,  31  A.  R.  776, 
liolding  adjustment  absolute  and  final  settlement. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  27  A.  R.  601,  on  conclusiveness  of  adjustment  of 
loss  by   insurer. 

Distinguished  in  Capehart  v.  Dowery,   10  W.  Va.   130,  holding  that  plea  of 
breach  of  condition   in   policy   as  to  representation   that  building  is  on  leased 
ground,  cannot  be  received  in  action  of  assumpsit  based  on  adjustment. 
Consent  of  insurers  to  assignment. 

Cited  in  note  in  56  A.  D.  749,  on  consent  of  insurers  to  assignment  where 
consent  expressly  required. 
Effect  of  demurrer  to  evidence. 

Cited  in  Gunn  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  42  W.  Va.  676,  36  L.R.A.  575,  26  S.  E. 
646,  holding  that  demurrer  to  evidence  admits  all  that  can  be  reasonably 
inferred  by  jury  from  plaintiffs  evidence  and  waives  all  defendant's  contradictory 
evidence,  or  incredible  evidence,  and  all  inferences  not  necessarily  flowing  from 
defendant's  evidence. 
^Wliere  evidence  is  admissible  under  good  counts. 

Cited  in  McLean  v.  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  100  Ind.  127,  50  A.  R.  779, 
holding  demurrer  to  evidence  which  fully  sustains  another  paragraph  which 
is  sufficient  requires  court  to  apply  evidence  to  such  paragraph  and  render 
judgment  thereon;  Anderson  v.  Kanawha  Coal  Co.  12  W.  Va.  626;  Hood  v.  Bloch 
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Bros.  29  W.  Va.  244,  11  S.  E.  910,— holding  that  court  will  not  reverse  judg- 
ment notwithstanding  it  was  error  to  overrule  demurrer  to  bad  counts  if  it  is 
satisfied  that  all  plaintifT's  evidence  was  admissible  under  good  counts. 

Distinguished  in  Riley  v.  Larvis,  43  W.  Va.  43,  26  S.  E.  366,  holding  judgment 
on  demurrer  upon  counts  in  declaration  held  bad,  not  such  final  judgment  as  to- 
give  writ  of  error  until  case  ends  as  to  remaining  counts. 

27  AM.  REP.  598,  ILKXY  ▼.  PEABODY  INS.  GO.  10  W.  VA.  560. 
Conclusiveness  of  adjustment  of  loss  by  insurer. 

Cited  in  TUlis  v.  Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  46  FU.  268,  110  A.  S.  R.  89, 
35  So.  171,  holding  adjustment  and  imconditional  promise  to  pay  loss  with  full 
knowledge  of  forfeiture  binding  on  company  notwithstanding  non-compliance 
with  clause  requiring  waiver  to  be  endorsed  upon  policy;  Colby  v.  Parkersburg 
Ins.  Co.  37  W.  Va.  789,  17  S.  E.  303,  holding  that  adjustment  of  loss  does  not  fix 
liability  of  company  in  and  of  itself,  without  promise  of  payment;  Riidd  v. 
American  Guarantee  Fund  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  120  Mo.  App.  1,  96  S.  W.  237, 
holding  that  adjustment  of  loss  waives  forfeiture  for  known  previous  violation 
of  policy. 
Admissibility  of  evidence  of  waiver  where  plaintiff  pleads  performance. 

Cited  in  Hunter  v.  Durand,  137  Mich.  63,  100  N.  W.  191,  holding  evidence  of 
waiver  admissible  under  declaration  alleging  performance;  German  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Shader,  68  Neb.  1,  60  L.R.A.  918,  93  N.  W.  972,  holding  that  plaintiflf  in  plead- 
ing performance  of  conditions  precedent  may  assiune  that  conditions  waived  will 
not  be  relied  upon. 
Admission  by  demurrer  to  evidence. 

Cited  in  Salmons  v.  Norfolk  A  W.  R.  Co.  162  Fed.  722,  holding  that  de- 
murrer to  evidence  joined  in  by  both  parties  admits  truth  of  all  material 
evidence  introduced  on  plain tiflF's  behalf,  together  with  all  inferences  which  may 
be  fairly  drawn  therefrom,  but  only  admits  such  evidence  of  defendant  as  is  not 
contradictory  of  plaintiff's  evidence. 
Waiver  of  conditions  In  policy. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  2  A.  S.  R.  566,  on  waiver  by  insurance  com- 
pany of  compliance  with  conditions  as  to  proof  of  loss;  11  A.  S.  R.  58,  on  waiver 
of  condition  as  to  other  insurance;  40  A.  S.  R.  105,  on  waiver  of  insurance  prem- 
ium. 

Cited  in  note  in  64  A.  D.  221,  on  condition  requiring  notice  of  other  insurance 
and   company's  consent  thereto  indorsed  on  policy. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  608,  STATE  ▼.  CHARIiTON,  11  W.  VA.  832. 
Validity  of  indictment  laid  In  disjunctive. 

Cited  in  note  in  15.  E.  R.  C.  212,  on  validity  of  indictment  laid  in  the  disjunc- 
tive. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  606,  STATE  v.  STRAUDER,  11  W.  VA.  745,  Rever-sed  in 

100  U.  S.  803,  25  li.  ed.  664. 
Delay  of  prosecution  as  ground  for  discharge. 

Cited  in  notes  in  66  L.R.A.  519,  on  delay  of  prosecution  caused  by  appeal  and 
error  as  ground  for  discharge  of  accused;  56  L.R.A.  522,  on  delay  of  prosecution 
as  ground  for  discharge  of  accused  when  indictment  is  set  aside  or  nolled  and 
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new  indictment  found;  56  L.R.A.  543,  on  remedy  by  application  in  trial  court 
under  statute  to  obtain  discharge  for  delay  of  prosecution. 
Service  of  nnqualifled  juror  as  ground  for  new  triaL 

Cited  in  Beck  v.  Thompson,  31  W.  Va.  459,  13  A.  S.  R.  870,  7'S.  E.  447; 
State  V.  Hobbs,  37  W.  Va.  812,  17  S.  E.  380;  State  v.  Harrison,  36  W.  Va.  729^ 
18  L.R.A.  224,  15  S.  E.  982,— holding  that  new  trial  will  not  be  granted  for  matter  - 
that  is  principal  cause  of  challenge,  which  existed  before  juror  was  sworn  but 
was  unknown  to  prisoner  until  after  verdict,  unless  it  appears  he  has  suffered 
injustice  from  service  of  juror;  Zickefoose  v.  Kuykendall,  13  W.  Va.  23,  holding 
that  party  asking  new  trial  must  show  that  he  has  suffered  injustice  from  ser- 
vice of  juror  to  whom  he  could  have  objected. 

Cited  in  note  in  18  L.R.A.  478,  on  language  of  juror  evidencing  preconceived 
opinion  as  ground  for  new  trial. 
Burden  of  proof  where  insanity  Is  set  up  as  defense. 

Cited  in  Ford  v.  State,  71  Ala.  385,  holding  that  insanity  when  set  up  as  de- 
fense in  criminal  case  must  be  established  to  satisfaction  of  jury  by  preponder- 
ance of  evidence;  State  v.  Scott,  49  La.  Ann.  253,  36  L.R.A.  721,  21  So.  271^ 
holding  burden  on  defendant  to  satisfy  jury,  but  not  beyond  reasonable  doubt, 
that  he  had  not  sufficient  mental  capacity  to  know  right  from  wrong;  State 
V.  Lewis,  20  Nev.  333,  22  Pac.  241,  holding  that  insanity  as  defense  to  crime 
must  be  established  by  preponderance  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  83  A.  D.  239,  on  duty  of  jury  to  acquit  if  reason- 
able doubt  exists  of  sanity  of  accused. 

Cited   in  notes  in   36  A.   D.  410;    97   A.   D.    177, — on  burden   of  proof  when 
insanity  set  up  as  defense  to  crime;   36  L.R.A.  728,  on  burden  of  proving  in- 
sanity in  criminal  prosecution. 
Necessity  for  showing  that  accused  was  insane  at  time  act  was  committed. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Jones,  20  W.  Va.  764,  holding  that  evidence  must  show 
prisoner  insane  at  time  act  was  committed  to  entitle  him  to  acquittal  on 
ground  of  insanity. 

Cited  in  note  in  39  L.R.A.  738,  on  proof  of  insanity  in  criminal  cases  to 
satisfaction  of  jury. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  622,  JOHNSTON  v.  COM.  85  PA.  54. 
Necessity  of  actual  breaking  to  constitute  burglary. 

Cited  in  Nicholls  v.  State,  68  Wis.  416,  32  N.  W.  543,  holding  constructive 
breaking  where  one  who  secreted  himself  in  box  which  he  procured  to  be 
placed  by  express  company's  agents  into  express  car  with  intent  to  rob  car; 
Com.  V.  Tadrick,  38  W.  N.  C.  215,  1  Pa.  Super  Ct.  555  (dissenting  opinion),  ca 
effect  of  entry  with  felonious  intent  without  breaking  in  day;  Young  v.  Com, 
126  Ky.  474,  128  A.  S.  R.  326,  104  S.  W.  266,  15  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1022,  hold- 
ing  that  laborer  occupying  house  with  owner  is  guilty  of  breaking  in,  whero 
he  obtains  key,  while*  on  leave  of  absence,  with  intent  to  steal;  Com.  v.  Low- 
rey,  158  Mass.  18,  32  N.  E.  940,  holding  accused  guilty  of  breaking  and  enter 
ing,  where  the  door  was  unbolted  by  an  accomplice. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  32  A.  R.  376,  on  opening  and  entering  unfastened 
transom  as  burglary. 

Cited  in  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  387,  on  constructive  breaking  in  burglary. 
Right  of  trial  Judge  to  express  opinion  on  weight  and  value  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Kocher,  8  Del.  Co.  Rep.  571,  8  North  Co.  Rep.  338;   Cora. 
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V.   Warner,    13  Pa.   Super.   Ct.  461;    Com.   v.   Martin,   34   Pa.   Super.   Ct   451; 

Fredericks  v.  Northern  C.  R.  Co.  167  Pa.  103,  22  L.R.A.  306,  27  Atl.  689, 

holding  that  trial  jud^e  may  express  his  opinion  freely  on  weight  and  value  oi 
evidence;  Com  v.  Havrilla,  38  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  292,  holding  reversible  error  for 
court  to  give  binding  instructions  to  jury  to  convict  prisoner;  Com.  v.  Len- 
.  hart,  40  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  572,  holding  charge,  correct  as  whole,  not  erroneous  be- 
cause strong  opinion  on  the  evidence  is  expressed. 

Disapproved  in  State  v.  Thompson,  21  W.  Va.  741,  holding  trial  court  not 
entitled  to  intimate  any  opinion  in  reference  to  facts  which  might  influence 
verdict  or  instruct  as  to  weight  to  be  given  testimony  of  any  witness;  State 
V.  Musgrave,  43  W.  Va.  672,  28  S.  E.  813,  holding  jury  exclusive  judge  where 
i^uestiou  depends  upon  weight  of  testimony. 
Sentence  upon  conviction  of  several  offenses. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Leekins,  81  Neb.  280,  115  N.  W,  1080;  Re  Walsh,  37  Neb. 
454,  55  N.  W.  1075, — holding  that  only  one  penalty  can  be  inflicted  where  in- 
formation charges  forgery  of  instrument  and  fraudulently  uttering  of  same 
instrument  by  same  person;  Coti.  v.  Wilkes- Barre,  10  Luzerne  J4eg.  Rep.  305, 
holding  that  two  or  more  offeiices  of  same  nature  on  which  same  or  similar 
judgment  may  be  given  may  be  contained  in  different  counts  of  same  indict- 
ment. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  626,  ROLIiAND  v.  COM.  85  PA.  «6. 
What  constitutes  **breaking*'  in  burglary. 

Cited  in  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  384,  on  what  constitutes  "breaking**  in  burg- 
lary. 

2  7   AM.   REP.    628,   FIRST   BANK  v.   GRAHAM,    85   PA.    91,   Afflrniecl 

in  100  U.  S.  699,  25  L.  ed.  750. 
Presumption  of  negligence  from  loss  of  collection  paper  by  bank. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  116  Ala.  520,  22  So.  976,  hold- 
ing loss  of  paper  by  bank  to  which  it  has  been  sent  for  collection  carries  with 
it  presumption  of  negligence  and  want  of  care. 

Cited  in  notes  in  38  A.  S.  R.   780,   783,  on   liability  of  banks   as  bailees  of 
special   deposits;    32   L.R.A.   774,  on   care   required   of  bank  in   keeping   si)ecial 
deposit;   3  E.  R.  C.  624,  on  liability  of  bank  for  loss  of  property  received  for 
gratuitous  safe  keeping. 
What  is  gross  negligence. 

Cited  in  Redington  v.  Pacific  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  107  Cal.  317,  48  A.  S. 
R.  132,  40  Pac.  432,  holding  gross  negligence  want  of  slight  diligence. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  L.R.A.  689,  on  degrees  of  negligence. 

2  7   AM.   REP.   630,  ARNOTT  ▼.   SYMONDS,   85   PA.   99. 
liiability  of  one  indorsing  note  before  payee. 

Cited  in  Moran  v.  Bates,  1ft  Lane.  L.  Rev.  148,  holding  that  person  who 
endorses  promissory  note  before  payee's  endorsement  assumes  position  of  sec- 
ond endorser. 

Cited  in  note  in  27  A.  R.  580,  on  indorsement  of  promissory  note  by  stranger. 
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27  AM.  REP.  633,  KELIiY  v.  PITTSBURGH,  85  PA.  170,  Affirmed  in 
104   U.  S.   78,  26  L.  ed.   658. 

EfTect  of  prohibition  against  talking  private  property  without  compen- 
sation  on   state*s   taxing   power. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Daniels,  G  Utah,  288,  6  L.R.A.  4i4,  22  Pac.  159,  holding 
constitutional  provision  against  taking  of  private  property  for  public  use 
withoul  compensation  applicable  to  appropriation  in  form  of  money  under 
right  of  taxation;  Kimball  v.  Grantsville  City,  19  Utah,  368,  45  L.R.A.  628,  57 
Pac.  1,  holding  that  constitutional  provision  against  taking  private  property 
for  public  use  without  compensation  does  not  limit  state's  taxing  power. 
Riglit  of  legislature  to  delegate  its  taxing  power. 

Cited  in  Hadtner  v.  Willi amsport,  15  W.  N.  C.  138,  holding  that  legisla- 
ture may  grant  or  delegate  to  municipal  corporations  whatever  power  of  tax- 
ation it  possesses. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  46  A.  S.  R.   593,  on  power  of  legislature  to  im- 
pose taxes. 
I*ower  of  legislature  to  cure  irregular  tax  levy. 

Cited  in  Hewitts'  Appeal,  88  Pa.  55;  Chester  v.  Black,  132  Pa.  568,  6  L.R.A. 
80-2.  19  Atl.  276,  25  W.  N.  C.  480, — holding  that  legislature,  can  cure  any  irregu- 
larity or  want  of  authority  in  levying  tax,  where  it  had  antecedent  power  to 
autliorize  it,  though  vested  right  of  action  there  by  divested. 

Right  of  legislature  to  classify  persons  and  property  for  taxation  pur- 
poses. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Foot  v.  Bazille,  97  Minn.  11,  6  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  732,  106 
N.  \V.  93,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1056,  holding  that  persons  and  property  may  be 
classified  for  purpose  of  taxation;  Com.  v.  Delaware  Div.  Canal  Co.  46  Phila. 
Ix^g.  Int.  191;  Com.  v.  Delaware  Division  Canal  Co.  123  Pa.  594,  2  L.R.A. 
798.  16  Atl.  584;  Delaware  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Tax  Assessment,  224  Pa.  240, 
73  Atl.  429;  New  Castle  v.  Cutler,  15  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  612, — holding  legislature 
required  only  to  classify  subjects  of  taxation  according  to  some  reasonable 
rule  which  will  prevent  gross  inequalities;  Knisely  v.  Cotterel,  196  Pa.  014, 
50  L.R.A.  86,  46  Atl.  861,  3  Dauphin  Co.  Rep.  1260,  holding  classification  in  mer- 
cantile license  tax  into  wholesale  and  retail  vendors  legitimate. 
Constitutionality  of  burdensome  tax. 

Cited    in    Pennsylvania    R.    Co.    v.    Pittsburgh,    104    Pa.    622,    14    W.    N.    C. 
268,  41  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  312,  14  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  289,  holding  fact  that  legis- 
lature may   authorize  laying  of  burdensome  municipal  tax   does   not  make  it 
unconstitutional. 
Right  of  legislature  to  add  noncontiguous  lands  to  municipality. 

Cited  in  Denver  v.  Coulehan,  20  Colo.  471,  27  L.R.A.  751,  39  Pac.  425,  hold- 
ing that  legislature  cannot  enlarge  territorial  limits  of  municipality  by  add- 
ing thereto  noncontiguous  lands. 

Cited  in  notes  in  27  L.R.A.  745,  on  limitation  on  legislative  power  to  annex 
territory  to  municipality;   27  L.R.A.  740,  on  power  to  court  to  control  legis- 
lative power  to  annex  territory  to  municipality;  44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  394,  on  annex- 
ation of  rural  lands  to  municipalities. 
Power  of  municipality  to  tax  farm  lands  within  its  limits. 

Cited  in  Santa  Rosa  v.  Coulter,  58  Cti     537,  holding  act  extending  corporate 
limits  of  city  not  unconstitutional  on  ground  that  land  annexed   is  not  sub- 
Am.  Rep.  Vol.  XVI.— 66. 
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ject  to  ordinary  municipal  taxation;  Toney  v.  Macon,  119  Ga.  83,  46  S.  E. 
80,  on  validity  of  annexation  acts  in  reference  to  taxation  of  farming  land;  Ather- 
ton  V.  Essex  Junction,  83  Vt.  128,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  695,  74  Atl.  1118;  Hummels- 
town  V.  Brunncr,  2  Dauphin  Co.  Rep.  376,  17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  140,  5  Pa.  Dist.  R. 
8, — holding  farm  lands  liable  for  water  and  light  tax;  Allegheny  Terminal  Co. 
V.  Pittsburgh,  39  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  234,  holding  annexed  territory  subject  to 
taxation  laws  controlling  larger  city;  Ferguson  v.  Snohomish,  8  Wash.  668, 
24  L.R.A.  705,  36  Pac.  969,  holding  municipal  taxation  of  agricultural  lands 
included  within  city  limits  not  unconstitutional  as  taking  of  private  property 
without  just  compensation. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  72  A.  8.  R.  776,  on  municipal  taxation. 

Cited  in  notes  in  30  A.  R.  544;  67  A.  S.  R.  475,— on  municipal  taxation  of 
farming  lands  within  city;  34  L.R.A.  197,  on  power  of  courts  as  to  municipal 
taxation  of  rural  lands  within  corporate  limits, 

2  7  AM.  REP.  642,  ERIE  t.  CAULKINS,  85  PA.  247. 
liiabllity  for  acts  of  Independent  contractor. 

Cited  in  Humpton  v.  Unterkircher,  97  Iowa,  609,  66  N.  W.  776;  Kansas 
City,  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Loosley,  76  Kan.  103,  90  Pac.  990,— holding  that 
limited  or  partial  control  by  employer  of  contractor  will  not  ential  liability 
for  negligence  of  contractors'  servants  if  contractor  is  free  to  exercise  his  own 
will  generally  respecting  means  and  methods  of  accomplishing  the  result;  Mc 
Cullough  V.  Hemingway,  16  Phila.  158,  40  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  260,  14  W.  N.  C. 
14,  holding  mere  knowledge  of  proprietor  of  store  who  sold  his  waste  paper  to 
dealer  as  to  manner  of  its  removal  insufficient  to  render  him  liable  for  negli- 
gence of  vendees*  servants  in  removing  same;  School  Dist.  v.  Fuess,  98  Pa.  600,. 
42  A.  R.  627,  11  W.  N.  C.  97,  12  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  162,  39  Phila.  Leg.  Int. 
34,  holding  school  district  not  liable  for  negligence  of  independent  contractor 
in  commencing  work  on  building  before  school  is  dismissed  even  though  cer- 
tain school  officials  had  knowledge  that  work  had  begun;  Thomas  v.  Altoona 
&  H.  Valley  Electric  R.  Co.  191  Pa.  361,  43  Atl.  216,  holding  street  railway 
company  not  liable  for  negligence  of  employee  of  a  construction  contractor  who 
has  entire  control  of  work  except  right  of  company  to  approve  or  disapprove 
when  completed;  Eby  v.  Lebanon  County,  166  Pa.  632,  31  Atl.  332,  holding 
county  not  liable  for  injury  caused  by  negligence  of  contractor  who  has  not 
been  interfered  with  in  conduct  of  work  under  his  methods. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  27  A.  R.  699;  29  A.  R.  2U;  36  A.  R.  166; 
6  A.  S.  R.  350;  4  A.  S.  R.  256,^K)n  municipal  liability  for  acts  and  neglect 
of  contractors;  43  A.  S.  R.  815,  on  employer's  liability  to  third  person  for 
negligence  of  independent  contractor;  76  A.  S.  R.  417,  on  liability  for  negli- 
gence of  independent  contractors  in  performing  work  for  cities. 

Cited  in  notes  in  27  A.  R.  704,  on  liability  for  negligence  of  contractor; 
30  A.  S.  R.  412,  413,  on  municipal  liability  for  negligence  or  misconduct  of 
contractors;  14  L.R.A.  833,  on  liability  of  municipality  for  breach  of  its  duty 
by  independent  contractor  employed  by  it;  66  L.R.A.  506,  on  determining  na- 
ture of  contract  as  dependent  or  independent  with  reference  to  provision  there- 
in that  employer  shall  be  indemnified  for  all  losses  caused  by  negligence  of 
person   employed. 

Diptinguished  in  Lancaster  Ave.  Improv.  Co.  v.  Rhoads,  116  Pa.  377,  2 
A.  S.  R.  608,  9  Atl.  852,  19  W.  N.  C.  453,  18  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  14,  44  Phila. 
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Leg.   Int.   300,  holding  that  private   turnpike  companies  cannot  cast  responsi- 
bility of  its  public  duties  and  obligations  upon  independent  contractor. 

—  Effect  of  having  superintendent  or  engineer. 

Cited  in  Lennehan  v.  Rollins,  137  Mass.  123,  50  A.  R.  287,  holding  trustees  of 
estates  liable  for  injuries  resulting  from  negligence  of  contractor  or  his  ser- 
vants in  taking  down  building,  where  work  is  to  be  carefully  done  under 
direction  and  approval  of  trustees;  Crenshaw  v.  Ullman,  113  Mo.  633,  20 
S.  W.  1077,  holding  mere  fact  that  lot  owners  employed  superintendent  of 
work  does  not  render  him  liable  for  negligence  of  building  contractor's  ser- 
vants where  he  reserves  no  control  over  them;  Ginther  v.  Yorkville,  3  Fa. 
Super.  Ct.  403,  holding  liability  for  negligence  not  shifted  from  contractor  to 
municipality  because  work  is  done  under  direction  of  city  inspector  and  pay- 
ment conditioned  on  approval  of  work;  Bibb  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  87  Va. 
711,  14  S.  E.  163,  holding  that  requirement  that  engineer  of  road  shall  have 
right  to  criticise  method  and  workmanship  in  construction  of  bridge  does  not 
render  company  liable  for  negligence  of  contractor's  servants,  where  engineer 
had  no  power  to  direct  work. 

Cited  in  note  in  65  L.R.A.  482,  483,  on  effect  of  reservation  of  limited  power 
of  control  on  question  of  independence  of  contract. 

—  Liability  of  municipality  for  obstruction  of  street. 

Cited  in  Birmingham  v.  McCary,  84  Ala.  469,  4  So.  630,  holding  municipal 
corporation  which  is  under  legal  duty  to  keep  streets  in  safe  condition  liable 
for  injuries  from  obstruction  caused  in  performance  of  work  by  independent 
contractor;  Rech  v.  South  Bethlehem,  10  North.  Co.  Rep.  230,  holding  borough 
absolved  from  liability  for  negligence  of  contractor  with  municipality  itself 
respecting  its  highways  where  subject  matter  is  lawful  and  no  control  over 
operations  is  reserved;  Hookey  v.  Oakdale,  44  W.  N.  C.  372,  5  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
404,  holding  municipal  corporation  not  responsible  for  injury  sustained  by 
neglect  of  independent  contractor  in  charge  of  repair  of  street;  Susquehanna 
Depot  V.  Simmons,  112  Pa.  384,  56  A.  R.  317,  5  Atl.  434,  17  W.  N.  C.  362,  17 
Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  65,  holding  municipal  corporation  not  liable  for  misuse 
or  abuses  of  license  to  lay  water  pipe  in  street  whether  same  be  by  independent 
contractor  for  work  from  licensee  or  by  licensee  himself;  Southwell  v.  Detroit, 
74  Mich.  438,  42  N.  W.  118  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability  of  municipality 
for   ne^liprence   of   paving  contractor   in    leaving  unsafe   street  open   to   public 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  30  A.  S.  R.  312,  on  municipal  liability  for  leaving 
excavation  unguarded;  48  A.  S.  R.  858,  on  liability  of  municipal  corporation 
for  injuries  sustained  by  one  falling  in  excavation  on  street. 

Cited  in  notes  in  65  L.R.A.  651,  652,  on  nonliability  of  employer  for  negli- 
gence of  independent  contractor  in  work  performed  on  streets  and  hijjhwnys; 
66  L.R.A.  127,  on  duty  of  municipality  to  keep  highway  in  safe  condition  dur- 
ing work  by  independent  contractor;  20  L.R.A. (X.S.)  549,  651,  on  liability  of 
municipality  for  defects  or  obstructions  in  streets. 
Wlio  are  independent  contractors. 

Cited  in  Kehoe  v.  Marshall  Field  &  Co.  141  111.  App.  140,  holding  real  test 
of  determining  existence  of  relation  of  employer  and  employe  to  whose  orders 
was  employe  subject  and  where  did  power  to  discharge  repose;  Carrico  v.  West 
Virginia  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  39  W.  Va.  86,  24  L.R.A.  50,  19  S.  E.  571,  to  point  that 
test  of  question  as  to  who  is  independent  contractor  is,  had  defendant  right 
to    control,    in    given    particular,    conduct   of    person    doing   wrong;    Miller    t. 
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Merritt,  21  Pa.  127,  60  Atl.  508,  holding  building  contractor  who  furnisher 
materials  to  do  work  according  to  his  own  method  without  control  of  owner 
except  as  to  result  an  independent  contractor. 

» Effect  of  requirement  that  work  shall  have  approval  of  superinteudent 
or  engineer. 

Cited  in  Good  v.  Johnson,  38  Colo.  440,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  800,  88  Pac.  439, 
I.olding  relation  of  master  and  servant  not  created  by  railroad  construction 
coi. tract  reserving  right  of  supervision  discharge,  and  right  to  terminate  con- 
t.UL't  to  pay  wages  direct;  Talbott  v.  English,  156  Ind.  299,  59  N.  E.  857, 
holding  fact  that  improvements  are  made  subject  to  approval  of  landlord's 
a:chitect  does  not  divest  contractor  of  his  independent  character;  Hughbanks 
V.  Boston  Invest.  Co.  92  Iowa,  267,  60  X.  VV.  640,  holding  right  ol  superintend- 
ent of  employer  to  require  that  material  and  labor  be  what  contract  demand 
does  not  prevent  contractor  from  being  independent;  Harding  v.  Boston,  163 
Mass.  14,  39  N.  E.  411,  holding  that  requirement  that  work  shall  have  ap- 
proval of  superintendent  of  sewers  and  that  none  but  citizens  of  city  shall 
be  employed  does  not  constitute  contractor  or  his  servants  servants  of  city; 
Powell  V.  Virginia  Constr.  Co.  88  Tenn.  692,  17  A.  S.  R.  925,  13  S.  VV.  691, 
holding  that  requirement  that  work  shall  have  approval  of  engineer  of  em- 
ployer does  not  constitute  contractors  or  their  servants  servants  of  employer; 
Engler  v.  Seattle,  40  Wash.  72,  82  Pac.  136,  holding  sidewalk  contractor  hav- 
ing full  control  of  manner  of  doing  work,  and  selection  of  men  and  materials  in- 
dependent although  improvement  is  superintended  by  city  engineer. 
—  Effect  of  power  to  discharge. 

Cited  in  Pioneer  Fireproof  Constr.  Co.  v.  Hansen,  176  111.  100,  52  N.  E.  17, 
holding  power  to  discharge  essential  to  relation  of  master  and  servant. 

17  AM.  REP.  650,  MULLEN  v.  ERIE  COUNTY,  85  PA.  288. 
Nature  of  use  of  proiierty  of  charitable  or  religions  institutions  as  af- 
,         fecting  exemption. 

Cited  in  Montana  Catholic  Missions  v.  Lewis  County,  13  Mont.  559,  22  L. 
R.A.  684,  35  Pac.  2,  holding  intention  of  public  charitable  institution  to  use 
certain  land  for  purpose  of  erecting  buildings  for  charitable  purposes  insuffi- 
cient to  exempt  them  from  ta.xation;  Wood  v.  Moore,  1  Chester  Co.  Rep.  265, 
holding  that  occasional  religious  services  held  in  parsonage  of  church  situated 
on  same  lot  as  church  do  not  exempt  it  as  regular  place  of  stated  worship; 
Re  Second  Reformed  Church,  4  Dauphin  Co.  Rep.  208,  25  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  572,  32 
Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  184;  Re  Central  Methodist  Episcopal  Church,  11  Kulp, 
131, — holding  parsonage  or  rectory  which  has  wall  of  church  as  its  division 
wall  subject  to  taxation;  O'Hara  v.  Miller,  10  Luzerne  Leg.  Rep.  27,  holding 
buildings  and  grounds  of  Catholic  school  which  admits  all  chidren  free  of 
tuition  when  unable  to  pay  exempt  from  taxation;  O'Hara  v.  Greenwalt,  8  Lu« 
zerne  Leg.  Reg.  159,  holding  convents  places  of  religious  worship  and  exempt 
from  taxation  as  such;  Gnibb  v.  Weaver,  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  609,  holding  school 
founded  as  public  charity  not  exempt  from  taxation  after  it  ceases  to  be 
such;  Harrisburg  v.  Ohio  Sholem  Congregation,  32  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  689,  holding 
church  property  not  in  actual  use  and  occupation  not  exempt  from  taxation; 
Pittsbi?rg  V.  Third  Prpsby.  Church,  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  362,  holding  intention  of 
ehurch  to  use  certain  land  for  church  purposes  insufficient  to  exempt  it  from 
taxation;  Lancaster  County  v.  Warfel,  19  Lane.  L.  Rev.  78,  holding  real  estate, 
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devised  to  trustees  of  asylum  for  indigent  widows  and  unmarried  women 
and  held  for  sale  unused,  subject  to  taxation;  Moore  v.  Taylor,  147  Pa.  481, 
23  Atl.  708,  29  W.  N.  C.  495,  holding  that  church  which  ceases  to  be  used  as 
place  of  worship  ceases,  ipso  facto,  to  be  exempt  from  taxation;  Willard  v. 
Pike,  59  Vt.  202,  '9  Atl.  907,  holding  building  of  academy  used  in  part  as 
club  house  and  boarding  house  for  students  and  remainder  rented  exempt  from 
taxation  as  property  used   for   public,   pious  or  charitable   uses. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  61  A.  R.  14,  on  exemption  of  property  held  for 
church  from  taxation. 

Cited  in  notes  in  38  A.  R.  303,  on  what  are  purely  public  charities; 
35  L.R.A.  36,  on  liability  to  local  assessments  for  benefits,  of  property  of  relig- 
ious societies  exempt  from  general  taxation. 

2  7   AM.  KEP.    653,    HOAG  t.   LAKE  SHORE  &  M.   S.   R.   CO.    85   PA. 

203. 
What  is  proximate  cause. 

Cited  in  Krcigh  v.  Westinghouse  C.  K.  &  Co.  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  684,  81  C. 
C.  A.  338,  152  Fed.  120;  Teis  v.  Smuggler  Min.  Co.  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  893,  88 
C.  C.  A.  478,  158  Fed.  260,  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Bennett,  16  C.  C.  A. 
300,  32  U.  S.  App.  621,  69  Fed.  525;  Finalyson  v.  Utica  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  14 
C.  C.  A.  492,  32  U.  S.  App.  143,  67  Fed.  507,— holding  injury  that  could  not 
have  been  foreseen  and  reasona*bly  anticipated  as  natural  and  probable  result 
of  act  of  negligence  not  actionable;  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Conway, 
86  C.  C.  A.  1,  156  Fed.  234,  holding  injury  which  was  not  forseen  and  could  not 
be  reasonably  anticipated  as  probable  result  of  act  of  imputed  negligence,  not 
actionable;  Hunter  v.  Kansas  City  &  M.  R.  &  Bridge  Co.  29  C.  C.  A.  200, 
54  U.  S.  App.  653,  85  Fed.  379,  holding  sending  of  man  away  and  substitution 
of  weaker  person  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  man  at  bottom  of  wide 
post  hole  occasioned  by  fall  of  post  caused  by  slipping  of  holder  on  slippery 
ground;  Boss  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  2  N.  D.  128,  33  A.  S.  R.  756,  49  N.  W. 
655,  holding  that  intervening  cause  in  order  to  shield  defendant  must  be  one 
that  severs  connection  of  cause  and  effect  between  negligent  act  and  injury; 
Braun  v.  Craven,  175  111.  401,  42  L.R.A.  199,  51  N.  E.  657  (affirming  73  HI. 
App.  189),  holding  that  law  only  regards  direct  and  proximate  results  of 
negligent  acts  of  party  as  creating  liability  against  him;  Cleghorn  v.  Thomp- 
Hf)n,  62  Kan.  727,  54  L.R.A.  402,  64  Pac.  605,  holding  injury  not  probable  re- 
sult of  initial  negligent  act  not  actionable:  Baltimore  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  v. 
Tanner,  90  Md.  315,  45  Atl.  188,  to  point  that  injury  must  have  been  natural 
and  probable  consequence  of  negligent  act  and  that  it  ought  to  have  been  for- 
seen in  light  of  attending  circumstances  in  order  to  constitute  negligence  proxi- 
mate cause:  Christy  v.  Hughes.  24  Mo.  App.  275,  holding  negligent  loading  of 
floor  of  hall  not  proximate  cause  of  death  of  trespassing  animals  by  its  fall- 
ing on  them  while  under  buliding:  ^Slella  v.  Northern  R.  S.  Co.  102.  Fed.  400; 
Waller  v.  :Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  59  Mo.  App.  410;  Doss  v.  :Missouri,  K. 
&  T.  R.  Co.  135  Mo.  App.  643.  110  S.  W.  4r)8:  Welliver  v,  Trondale  Eleotvic 
Light,  TTeat  &  P.  Co.  38  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  20:  Chester  Nat.  Bank  v.  SonllKin 
Pi])e  Liiie  Co.  40  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  87:  Shauglmessy  v.  Pittsburg,  20  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  600, — holding  that  test  of  proximate  cause  is  whether  injury  is  such 
natural  and  probable  consequence  of  negligence  that  it  ought  to  have  bem 
foreseen;    Robb  v.   Pennsylvania   Co.  40  W.  N.   C.   129,   3   Pa.   Super.    Ct.  2.14, 
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holding  mere  posaeesion  by  depositor  of  rubber  signature  stamp  not  proxi- 
mate cause  of  mispayment  by  bank  to  one  unlawfully  possessed  of  it;  Wadesz 
V.  Peoples  Bros.  30  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  18,  13  Pa.  Dist.  R.  333;  Huston  v.  Freemans- 
burg,  9  North.  Co.  Rep.  358, — holding  one  not  answerable  for  consequences 
arising  from  conjunction  of  his  own  faults  with  circumstances  of  an  extra- 
ordinary nature;  Hoehle  v.  Allegheny  Heating  Co.  28  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S. 
65,  40  W.  N.  C.  653,  5  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  21,  holding  cutting  oflf  of  heat  from  house 
by  heating  company  without  warning  proximate  cause  of  death  from  pneu- 
monia of  convalescent  inmate;  Osten  v.  Morris,  17  Phila.  219,  42  Phila.  Leg. 
Int.  171,  holding  negligence  in  maker  of  machine  not  proximate  cause  of  injury 
to  person  received  while  machine  is  being  operated  by  purchaser. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  20  A.  S.  R.  852,  on  proximate  cause  of  injury 
through  negligence;  36  A.  S.  R.  809,  on  proximate  cause  as  one  of  which  the  injury 
is  a  natural  and  probable  consequence. 

Cited  in  notes  in  41   A.  R.  56,  as  to  when  injury  is  too   remote  to  recover 
therefor;   42  A.  R.  391,  on  proximate  and  remote  cause;   36  A.  S.  R.  811,  on 
time  or  distance  as  decisive  test  of  proximity  of  cause;    11  L.R.A.(N.S.)    685, 
on  anticipation  as  element  of  proximate  cause. 
—  Loss  by  Are.  * 

Cited  in  Goodlander  Mill  Co.  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  27  L.R.A.  583,  11  C.  C. 
A.  253,  24  U.  S.  App.  7,  63  Fed.  400,  holding  absence  of  value  regulating 
outflow  of  oil  from  car  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  caused  by  ignition 
of  petroleum  by  its  subjection  to  contact  with  heat;  Brennan  Constr.  Co. 
V.  Cumberland,  29  App.  D.  C.  654,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  535,  holding  escape  of 
oil  from  tank  near  river  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  boats  lower  down 
stream;  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Keiser,  25  Ind.  App.  417,  58  N.  E.  505, 
holding  duty  of  company  to  anticipate  results  of  ordinary  winds,  on  smoulder- 
ing fire;  Reiper  v.  Nichols,  31  Hun,  491,  holding  negligence  in  starting  fire 
not  proximate  cause  of  burning  of  building  set  on  fire  from  sparks  from 
intermediate  building;  Neal  v.  Atlantic  Ref.  Co.  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  241,  4  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  49,  holding  setting  on  fire  of  oil  on  river  proximate  cause  of  de- 
Btruction  of  tug  boat  and  not  escape  of  oil  from  refinery;  Haverly  v.  State 
Line  R.  Co.  21  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  30,  47  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  336,  holding  fire 
Bet  by  locomotive  proximate  cause  of  destruction  of  lumber  althoujjh  it 
Bmouldered  for  some  time  in  stump  after  it  was  supposed  to  be  extinguished; 
Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Lowder,  7  Ind.  App.  637,  34  N.  E.  747,  holding 
wreck  of  train,  ignition,  explosion,  and  burning  of  oil  and  consequent  de- 
Btruction  of  adjoining  owner's  property  proximate  result  of  running  oil  train 
over    defective   track. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  50  A.  R.  81,  on  liability  of  owner  of  premises 
for  negligently  starting  fire  thereon  which  is  communicated  to  other  prop- 
erty; 5  A.  S.  R.  737,  on  liability  for  communication  of  fire  to  adjoining 
premises. 

Cited  in  notes  35  A.  R.  650,  on  act  of  railroad  company  as  proximate 
cause  of  fire;  52  A.  R.  158,  on  application  of  proximate  and  remote  causes 
to  cases  of  communication  of  fire;  36  A.  S.  R.  825,  on  remote  and  proximate 
cause  of  injury  by  spread  of  fire;  21  L.R.A.  260,  on  liability  for  setting  fires 
which  spread  to  property  of  others. 

Disapproved  in  Kuhn  v.  Jewett,  32  N.  J.  Eq.  647,  holding  that  running  steam 
may  form  natural  link  in  chain  of  causation  of  damage  by  fire  where  burning 
matter  is  oil. 
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—  Of  injury  on  highway. 

Cited  in  Ouverson  v.  Grafton,  6  N.  Dak.  281,  65  N.  W.  676,  holding  city 
liable  for  injuries  caused  by  horse  becoming  frightened  at  obstruction  in  street 
%vhere  injury  natural  result  of  wrongful  omission  of  city;  Russell  v.  West- 
moreland County,  26  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  425,  holding  absence  of  guard  rail  and 
not  fright  of  horse  proximate  cause  of  injury  from  backing  of  carriage  off 
bridge;  Morford  v.  Sharpville,  28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  544,  holding  driving  of  horse 
to  edge  of  embankment  to  hitch  it  to  telephone  pole  and  not  absence  of  guard 
rail  proximate  cause  of  injuries  resulting  from  earth  giving  way  under 
horse;  Voders  v.  Amwell  Twp.  37  W.  N.  C.  511,  26  Pittsb.  J.  N.  S.  298,  hold- 
ing absence  of  guard  rails  on  bridge  and  not  fright  of  horse  proximate  cause 
of  injury  to  occupant  of  wagon  backed  oflf  of  same;  Habecker  v.  Lancaster 
Twp.  41  W.  N.  C.  51,  9  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  653,  16  Lane.  L.  Rev.  177,  holding 
proximate  cause  of  traveler's  injury  breaking  of  backing  strap  of  wagon 
and  not  lack  of  sufficient  guard  at  side  of  road  in  front  of  quarry  hole;  Lan- 
caster V.  Kissinger,  1  Pennyp.  250,  11  W.  N.  C.  151,  holding  imperfect  grade 
of  gutter  not  proximate  cause  of  death  of  driver  thrown  from  his  seat  by 
passing  over  same  where  team  did  not  start  to  runaway  until  driven  up 
npfiiinst  fence,  the  breaking  of  which  caused  them  to  start  and  run  over 
driver;  Pittsburgh  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  104  Pa.  306,  49  A.  R.  580,  15 
W.  N.  C.  37,  41  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  84,  14  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  305,  holding  failure 
of  traveler  on  public  road  to  avoid  known  danger  proximate  cause  of  injury 
sustained  by  horse  taking  fright  at  obstruction;  West  Mahanoy  Twp.  v.  Wat- 
son, 112  Pa.  574,  56  A.  R.  336,  33  Atl.  866,  17  W.  N.  C.  464,  43  Phila.  Leg. 
Int.  374,  17  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  86,  West  Mahaney  Twp.  v.  Watson,  116  Pa. 
344,  2  A.  S.  R.  604,  9  Atl.  430,  19  W.  N.  C.  441,  44  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  356,  17 
Pittsb.  L  J.  N.  S.  417, — holding  negligence  of  township  remote  cause  of 
death  of  team  by  locomotive  about  mile  from  highway  and  ftve  miles  from 
where  they  took  fright  by  sleigh  overturning  on  ash  heap  in  highway;  Morrilow 
v.  Upper  Chichester  Twp.  149  Pa.  40,  24  Atl.  85,  30  W.  N.  C.  102,  holding 
that  township  owes  no  duty  to  prevent  unanticipated  danger  from  cause 
existing  beyond  limits  of  roadway;  Willis  v.  Providence  Teleg.  Pub.  Co.  20 
R.  I.  285,  38  Atl.  947,  holding  negligence  causing  fright  of  and  consequent 
running  away  of  horse  proximate  cause  of  injury  although  intervening  cause 
contributes  to  injury. 

—  Of  injury  on  sidewalk. 

Cited  in  Walsh  v.  Kilkes-Barre,  12  Luzerne  Leg.  Reg.  Rep.  403,  holding  that 
defect  in  sidewalk  must  be  proximate  and  direct  cause  of  injury  for  which 
comj)ensation  is  sought;  Hunter  v.  Wanamaker,  1  Sadler  (Pa.)  382,  17  W. 
N.  C.  232,  2  Atl.  507,  17  Phila.  337,  42  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  156,  holding  cellar 
door  standing  open  about  one  foot  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  one  who 
slipped  and  fell  on  pavment  striking  her  head  against  such  door. 

—  Of  railroad  accident,  generally. 

Cited  in  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Welch,  25  Ind.  App.  308,  81  A.  S.  R. 
102,  58  X.  E.  88,  holding  railroad  company's  negligent  running  of  train  and 
hurling  body  of  person  on  track  against  plaintiff  not  proximate  cause  of 
injury  to  latter;  Wood  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  177  Pa.  306,  55  A.  S.  R.  728, 
35  L.R.A.  199,  35  Atl.  699,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  290,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  119,  36  W.  N.  C. 
410,  holding  failure  to  give  warning  of  approaching  of  fast  train  not  proxi- 
luato  eaiiso  of  injury  to  one  struck  by  body  of  another   person  hit  by   train. 
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»Of  Injury  to  person  on  railroad  track. 

Cited  in  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Moseley,  6  C.  C.  A.  641,  12  U,  S.  App.  601, 
57  Fed.  921,  holding  act  of  plaintiflf  in  stepping  upon  adjoining  track  and  con- 
tinuing to  walk  thereon  without  looking  behind  him  proximate  cause  of  in- 
jury and  not  failure  to  ring  engine  bell;  Holnerson  v.  St.  Louis  &  Suburban  R. 
Co.  157  Mo.  218,  50  L.R.A.  850,  57  S.  W.  770,  holding  failure  of  railroad 
employees  to  avert  injury  after  seeing  person  on  track  proximate  cause  of 
injury  and  not  latter*s  presence  on  track;  Graney  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S. 
R.  Co.  157  Mo.  666,  50  L.R.A.  153,  57  S.  W.  276,  holding  that  person  on  track 
had  no  right  to  presume  that  train  was  running  at  less  speed  than  ordinary 
rate  when  by  looking  he  could  see  that  it  was  moving  faster. 
-~Of  injury  to  passengers  or  trespassers  on  train. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  20  L.R.A.  582,  5  C.  C. 
A.  347,  12  U.  S.  App.  381,  55  Fed.  949,  holding  statement  of  conductor  that 
caboose  would  not  be  changed  and  that  he  would  not  have  time  to  look  at 
stock  not  proximate,  cause  of  injury  to  drover  while  walking  on  top  of  cars 
when  caboose  changed;  Butts  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  49  C.  C.  A. 
69,  110  Fed.  329,  holding  passenger's  act  in  stepping  back  from  position  of 
safety  proximate  cause  of  injury  and  not  want  of  time  to  get  forward  in  car 
nor  signal  of  brakeman;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Price,  106  Ga.  176,  43  L.R.A. 
402,  71  A.  S.  R.  246,  32  S.  E.  77,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for  in- 
juries to  passenger,  caused  by  negligence  of  proprietor  of,  hotel  at  which  she- 
was  stopping  at  expense  of  conductor,  who  carried  her  by  her  destination; 
Dunn  V.  Cass  Ave.  &  F.  G.  R.  Co.  21  Mo.  App.  188,  holding  failure  of  con- 
ductor to  stop  car  for  boy  to  alight  not  proximate  cause  of  his  death  where  he 
safely  alighted  and  was  struck  by  another  car  going  in  opposite  direction  on 
another  track;  Drake  v.  Kiely,  93  Pa.  492,  36  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  337,  holding 
conductor  and  brakeman  jointly  liable  for  sickness  of  boy  caused  by  his^ 
running  home  on  foot  after  being  put  on  train  by  brakeman  against  his  will 
and  carried  for  five  miles;  Cauley  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  R.  Co.  98  Pa.  498,  12 
Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  270,  39  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  348,  holding  order  of  conductor  to 
trespassing  boys  to  jump  off  flat  car  while  in  motion  not  proximate  cause- 
of  injury  to  one  who  fell  while  jumping  off  and  was  run  over;  Louisville,  N.  A. 
&  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Lucas,  119  Ind.  583,  6  L.R.A.  193,  21  N.  E.  968,  holding  rail- 
road company  liable  for  injuries  to  passenger  occasioned  by  unlighted  de- 
fective platform  of  another  company  where  it  discharges  him  at  latter's- 
crossing;  Hughes  v.  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  74  Fed.  499,  holding  failure 
of  sleeping  car  company  to  properly  warm  its  cars  proximate  cause  of  per- 
manent injury  to  passenger's  eyes. 
—  Of  injury  to  passenger  on  street  car. 

Cited  in  Lott  v.  New  Orleans  City  &  L.  R.  Co.  37  La.  Ann.  337,  55  A.  R. 
.500,  holding  order  of  driver  of  feed  car  to  boys  riding  on  platform  to  get  off 
not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  one  pushed  off  by  companion  and  crushed 
by  car;  Tliirtociith  &  F.  Street  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Boudrou,  92  Pa.  475,  37  A.  R. 
707,  8  VV.  N.  ('.  241,  holding  blow  from  pole  of  car  following  crowded  one 
on  rear  phitfcnn  of  wliich  plaintiff  was  riding,  proximate  cause  of  injnry 
and  not  his  pos;iti()n:  S.:iith  Side  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Trich,  117  Pa.  390.  2  A.  S.  R. 
672,  11  Atl.  627.  20  W.  N.  C.  324,  45  Phila.  I.eg.  Int.  16,  18  Pitteb.  L.  J. 
N.   S.   176,    holding   joJt   communicated    to   car   by   driver   whipping   up    horse& 
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to  avoid  collision  with  runaway  horse  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  passenger 
throNvn  from  car  thereby  and  struck  by  runaway. 

—  Of  loss  of,  or  injury  to  goods  during  transportation. 

Cited  in  Empire  State  Cattle  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  135  Fed. 
135,  holding  flood  proximate  cause  of  loss  of  cattle  when  unprecedented  and 
unexpected  and  not  failure  of  carrier  to  anticipate  same;  Green-Wheeler 
Shoe  Co.  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  130  Iowa,  123,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  882, 
106  N.  W.  498,  8  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  45,  holding  negligent  delay  in  shipment 
of  goods  proximate  cause  of  loss  or  destruction  by  unavoidable  casualty 
when  goods  would  have  been  saved  if  promptly  shipped. 

—  Of  injuries  from  electricity. 

Cited  in  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Locke,  112  Ind.  494,  2  A.  S.  R.  193, 
14  N.  £.  391;  holding  displacement  of  wire  by  contract  with  brakemau  re- 
sulting in  injury  to  third  person  twenty-five  feet  away,  accident  which  com- 
pany was  not  bound  to  anticipate;  Purcell  v.  Lauer,  14  App.  Div.  33,  43 
N.  Y.  Supp.  988,  holding  stretching  of  wire  across  sidewalk  proximate  cause 
of  death  sixteen  months  after  injury. 

—  Of  injuries  to  employee,  generally. 

Cited  in  Banks  v.  Wabash  Western  R.  Co.  40  Mo.  App.  458,  holding  de- 
fective handle  of  hand  car  negligently  furnished  employee  proximate  cause 
of  injury  from  being  run  over  by  car  following;  Lutz  v.  Atlantic  &  P.  R.  Co. 
6  N.  M.  496,  16  L.R.A.  819,  30  Pac.  912,  holding  proximate  cause  of  death  of 
conductor  from  rear  end  collision  negligence  of  fellow  servants  on  second 
train  and  not  defective  caboose  which  prevented  his  seeing  its  approach; 
Douglass  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  'Co.  209  Pa.  128,  68  Atl.  160,  holding  de- 
fective oil  pipe  on  engine  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  engineer  occasioned 
by  fall  on  water  gauge  and  consequent  burning  by  boiling  water  while  return- 
ing from  trip  to  fill  valve  formerly  fed  by  such  pipe;  Foley  v.  McMahon, 
114  Mo.  App.  442,  90  S.  W.  113,  holding  defective  tug  not  proximate  cause 
of  injury  to  hired  driver  occasioned  by  team  running  away  while  he  was  fix- 
ing same. 

—  Of  mining  accidents. 

Cited  in  Teis  v.  Smuggler  Min.  Co.  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  893,  85  C.  C.  A.  478,  158 
Fed.  200,  holding  negligence  of  searching  party  in  allowing  miner's  leg  to 
be  crushed  while  removing  him  from  mine  on  elevator  proximate  cause  of 
injury  and  not  negligence  of  company  in  permitting  gas  in  mine. 

—  Of  injuries  from  dangerous  articles. 

Citod  in  Swanson  v.  Crandall,  39  W.  N.  C.  24,  2  Pa.  Super.  Ct^  85,  holding 
kcopinp  of  loaded  revolver  in  upper  drawer  of  chiffonier  not  proximate  cause 
of  wounding  of  nurse  by  its  accidental  discharge  in  hands  of  five  year  old 
child;  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Co.  v.  Knisel,  79  Ark.  608,  93  S.  W.  342,  holding 
one  who  sells  and  delivers  gasoline  liable  for  injuries  that  are  natural  and 
probable  result  of  want  of  ordinary  care  in  making  delivery. 

Cited  in  note  in -30  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1210,  1211,  on  discharging  oil  into  stream 
or  bay  as  proximate  cause  of  fire. 

—  .Sale  of  liquor  as. 

Citod  in  Roach  v.  Kelly,  194  Pa.  24,  75  A.  8.  R.  685,  44  Atl.  1090,  holding 
selling  of  liquor  to  intoxicated  person  remote  cause  of  death  occasioned  by 
fall  into  sewer  while  evading  police. 
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Degree  of  care  due  strangers  from  railroad  companies. 

Cited  in  O'Connor  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  44  La.  Ann.  339,  10  So.  678,  holding 
railroad  companys  not  under  same  degree  of  obligation  as  to  care  and  dili- 
gence to  guard  against  injuries  to  strangers  as  to  those  with  whom  they  have 
contractual  relations. 
Function  of  court  and  Jury  on  subject  of  negligence. 

Cited  in  Lerner  v.  City,  13  Pa.  Dist.  R.  165;  Smith  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R. 
Co.  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  9;  Siegler  v.  Mellinger,  19  Lane.  L.  Rev.  249;  Koons  v. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  102  Pa.  164,  14  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  489,— holding  province 
of  court  upon  undisputed  state  of  facts  to  pass  upon  defendant's  negligence; 
Oklahoma  Gas.  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Lukert,  16  Okla.  397,  84  Pac.  1076,  holding 
question  of  contributory  negligence  one  for  jury  where  evidence  conflicting; 
Sanker  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  205  Pa.  609,  65  Atl.  833,  holding  province  of 
court  upon  undisputed  state  of  facts  to  pass  upon  question  of  negligence;. 
Ziegler  v.  Philadelphia,  19  Phila.  400,  46  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  78;  King  v.  Thomp- 
son, 87  Pa.  365,  30  A.  R.  364, — holding  that  court  may  pass  upon  question  of 
negligence  as  matter  of  law  where  facts  are  ascertained;  Philadelphia  &  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Schartel,  12  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  41,  holding  that  court  should  take  per- 
sonal injury  case  from  jury  if  no  evidence  of  negligence;  Potter  v.  Natuial 
Gas  Co.  29  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  109,  holding  question  of  contributory  negli- 
gence for  jury  when  circiunstances  in  dispute;  Nagle  v.  Allegheny  Valley  R. 
Co.  88  Pa.  35,  32  A.  R.  413,  6  W.  N.  C.  510,  36  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  245,  holding 
that  court  must  declare  law  where  state  of  facts  admitted;  Philadelphia 
&  R.  R,  Co.  V.  Shertle,  97  Pa.  450,  10  W.  N.  C.  125,  38  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  333, 
hold  that  court  should  withdraw  personal  injury  case  from  jury  and  give 
binding  instructions  for  defendant  where  at  most  only  scintilla  of  evidence 
of  negligence;  Barnes  y.  Sowden,  119  Pa.  653,  12  Atl.  804,  21  W.  N.  C.  81,  45 
Phila.  Leg.  Int.  247,  18  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  488,  holding  judge's  duty  to  give 
binding  instruction  if  on  uncontradicted  evidence  of  plaintiff  she  failed  to 
show  defendant  negligent,  or  showed  herself  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 

Cited  in  notes  in  36  A.  S.  R.  851,  on  functions  of  court  and  jury  in  detenu* 
ination    of   proximate   and   remote   cause;    10    L.R.A.    741,    on    instructions    in 
actions  against  cities  for  injuries  in  streets  or  on  sidewalks. 
—  As  to  proximate  and  remote  cause. 

Cited  in  Cole  v.  German  Sav.  &  L.  Soc.  63  L.R.A.  416,  69  C.  C.  A.  693,  124 
Fed.  113,  holding  that  court  should  direct  verdict  for  defendant,  where  no  sub- 
stantial evidence  upon  which  jury  can  properly  find  that  defendant's  negli- 
gence was  proximate  cause;  Stone  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  171  Mass.  536,  41  L.R. 
A.  794,  51  N.  E.  1,  holding  that  case  need  not  be  submitted  to  jury  if  damasea^ 
are  too  remote;  Mack  v.  Lombard  &  S.  Streets  Pass.  R.  Co.  20  Phila.  207,  47 
Phila.  Leg.  Int.  26,  8  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  305;  Riale  v.  Old  Guard  Mut.  F.  &  Storm  Ins. 
Co.  22  Lane.  L.  Rev.  97,  10  North.  Co.  Rep.  9,  14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  639;  Scott  v.  Al- 
legheny Valley  R.  Co.  37  W.  N.  C.  548,  27  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  83,— h()I(liii;jf 
province  of  court  to  determine  question  of  proximate  cause  where  facts  un- 
disputed; Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  McKeen,  90  Pa.  122,  35  A.  R.  644,  7  W.  X. 
C.  369,  36  Phila,  Leg.  Int.  383,  holding  province  of  jury  to  determine  whether 
sparks  thrown  from  locomotive  was  proximate  cause  of  burning  of  himher 
two  hours  after  fire  started;  Thomas  v.  Central  R.  Co.  194  Pa.  611.  45  Atl. 
344,  holding  question  of  proximate  or  remote  cause  one  for  jury;  Gudf elder 
T.  Pittsburgh,  C.   C.   &   St.   L.   R.   Co.   207   Pa.   629,   57   Atl.   70    (affirming  34 
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Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  85),  holding  question  whether  negligent  act  of  railroad 
company's  employees  in  permitting  naphtha  to  ignite  was  proximate  cause 
of  injury  for  jury;  Davis  v.  Snyder  Twp.  196  Pa.  273,  46  Atl.  301,  on  func- 
tions of  court  and  jury  on  subject  of  remote  and  proximate  cause;  Griffiths 
V.  Clift,  4  Utah,  462,  11  Pac.  609,  holding  question  for  jury  whether  plaintiff's 
disabled  condition  is  proximate,  direct  natural  and  probable  consequence  of 
negligence  of  defendant;  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Yeargin,  48  C.  C.  A.  497,  109 
Fed.  436  (dissenting  opinion),  on  province  of  court  to  determine  question  of 
proximate  cause. 

27  AM.  REP.  657,  DORSEY  v.  ABRA3IS,  85  PA.  299. 
Antliority  of  cashier  to  bind  bank  by  certifying  checks. 

Cited  in  Tebay's  Appeal,  9  W.  N.  C.  151,  to  point  that  bank  cashier  has  no 
right  to  bind  bank  by  certifying  check  which  upon  its  face  showed  that  it  was 
not  merely  for  payment  of  money  but  was  held  "as  collateral  for  oil;"  Fidelity 
&  D.  Co.  V.  National  Bank,  48  Tex.  Civ.  App.  301,  106  S.  W.  782,  holding  that 
cashier  of  bank  ex  officio  has  implied  power  to  certify  check  drawn  in  usual 
course  of  banking  business  when  presented  for  payment. 

Cited  in  notes  in  19  L.  ed.  U.  S.  1009,  on  liability  of  bank  on  certified  check; 
128  Am.  St.  R.  694,  on  certified  checks. 
Efr€^ct  of  ratification  of  agent's  acts  on  principal's  liability. 

Cited  in  Higgins  v.  Armstrong,  9  Colo.  38,  10  Pac.  232,  holding  principal 
bound  by  ratification  or  adoption  of  transaction  by  his  agent,  if  agent  had  au- 
thority to  do  act. 

27  AM.  REP.  660,  SAFE  DEPOSIT  CO.  v.  POLLOCK,  85  PA.  891. 
Degree  of  care  required  of  bailees  for  hire.  ' 

Cited  in  Shropshire  v.  Sidebottom,  30  Mont.  406,  76  Pac.  941,  holding  ordi- 
nary care  only  required  of  bailee  for  hire  in  absence  of  special  contract, 
Kunz  V.  Balzereit,  18  Pa.  Dist.  R.  419,  holding  livery  stable  keeper  not  in- 
surer of  horses  boarded  by  him. 

Cited  in  notes  in  29  L.R.A.  96,  on  liability  of  bailee  for  wrongful  appropria- 
tion by  his  servant  of  thing  bailed  in  case  of  special  contract;  136  Am.  St.  R. 
221,  on  duty  of  warehouseman  in  care  of  property. 
—  Safety  deposit  companies. 

Cited  in  Masonic  Temple  Safety  Deposit  Co.  v.  Langfelt,  117  111.  App.  652, 
holding  that  reasonable  care  depends  upon  circumstances  upon  nature  of  com- 
pany's undertaking  upon  confidence  which  it  invites,  and  upon  value  and 
character  of  deposit;  Mayer  v.  Brensinger,  180  111.  110,  72  A.  S.  R.  196,  54 
N.  E.  159  (amrming  74  111.  App.  475),  holding  that  safety  deposit  proprietor 
must  use  ordinary  care  in  keeping  deposit. 

Cited  in  note  in  72  A.  S.  R.  206,  on  liability  of  safety  deposit  companies. 
Burden  of  proof  in  action  against  warcliou soman  for  damages  to  goods. 

Cited  in  Holt  Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  Arthur  Jordan  Co.  25  Ind.  App.  314, 
57  N.  E.  675,  holding  that  plaintiff  must  show  that  damage  to  store  goods  oc- 
curred through  negligence  where  defendant  accounts  for  injury  in  manner  con- 
sistent with  ordinary  care. 
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2  7  AM,  REP.  662,  BIDWELL  v.  PITTSBURGH,  85  PA.  412. 

Doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais. 

Cited  in  Galbreath  v.  Newton,  30  Mo.  App.  380,  holding  no  estoppel  in  pais  for 
neglecting  to  speak  or  act  when  party  did  not  know  facts  which,  if  known,  would 
have  made  it  his  duty  to  speak  or  act;  Galbraith  v.  Lunsford,  87  Tenn.  89, 
1  L.R.A.  622,  9  S.  W.  365,  holding  fraud  not  essential  element  of  estoppel  to 
assert  title  to  realty. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  31   A.  R.  88,  as  to  what  constitutes  estoppel  to 
deny  validity  of  incorporation. 
—  Estoppel  of  abutting  owner  to  contest  validity  of  street  assessment. 

Cited  in  Shepard  v.  Barrow,  194  U.  S.  653,  48  L.  ed.  1115,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
737,  holding  property  owners  estopped  to  deny  constitutionality  of  law  under 
which  assessment  is  made  by  signing  agreement  as  to  legality  of  assessment 
for  purpose  of  obtaining  market  for  bonds;  Wight  v.  Davidson,  181  U.  S.  371, 
45  L.  ed.  900,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  616,  holding  that  constitutional  right  against 
unjust  taxation  may  be  waived  by  consent  of  those  affected;  Beaver  v.  Davidson, 
9  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  159,  43  W.  N.  C.  420,  holding  property  owner  estopped  from 
defending  scire  facias  on  ground  that  petition  he  signed  did  not  in  fact  contain.' 
necessary  two  thirds  that  it  represented  to;  Ebensburg  v.  Little,  28  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  460,  holding  landowner  who  petitions  council  to  pave  street  upon  which  his 
land  abuts  estopped  to  complain  of  mode  of  assessment;  Philadelphia  ex  rel. 
Horter  v.  Pepper,  17  Phila.  332,  42  Phils.  Leg.  Int.  64,  holding  defendant  in 
municipal  claim  for  paving  estopped  from  alleging  that  locality  is  rural,  by 
signing  paving  agreement;  McKnight  v.  Pittsburgh,  91  Pa.  273,  holding  lot 
owner  who  makes  no  objection  to  grading  of  street  undertaken  at  her  instance 
and  for  benefit  of  her  property  estopped  from  controverting  acts  of  city  and 
its  contractor;  Dewhurst  v.  Allegheny,  95  Pa.  437,  11  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  113,  38 
Pliila  Leg.  Int.  23,  holding  one  who  promotes  improvement  of  hill  and  petitions 
f.ir  tame  estopped  from  denying  constitutionality  of  act;  Beaumont  v.  Wilkes- 
Barre,  142  Pa.  198,  21  Atl.  888,  6  Kulp,  121,  holding  lot  owner  instrumental  in 
irulucint?  council  to  pass  paving  ordinance  estopped  from  denying  its  authority; 
TIariisburg  v.  Baptist,  156  Pa.  526,  27  Atl.  8,  holding  landowner  who  petitions 
council  to  pave  street  upon  which  his  land  abuts  estopped  to  deny  power  of  coun- 
cil; Luburg's  Api»€al,  1  Monaghan  (Pa.)  329,  17  Atl.  245,  holding  that  citizen 
may  waive  his  constitutional  rights  and  be  estopped  from  asserting  them;  Re 
Broad  Street,  165  Pa.  475,  30  Atl.  1007,  25  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  284,  36  W.  N.  C. 
554,  holding  church  which  joins  in  paving  petition  estopped  from  setting  up 
claim  of  exemption  under  constitution  and  statute. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  48  A.  R.  438,  on  estoppel  by  signing  petition  for 
numicipal  ordinance;  23  A.  S.  R.  752,  on  who  is  estopped  to  object  to  assess- 
ments for  local  improvements;  30  A.  S.  R.  300,  on  estoppel  of  taxpayer  to  object 
to  assessments  for  improvements. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Queen  Street,  18  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  241,  holding  that  com- 
plaint of  property  owner  to  constable  of  bad  condition  of  street  will  not 
estop  him  from  defending  against  invalid  paving  assessment;  Boyer  v.  Reading, 
30  W.  N.  C.  557,  24  Atl.  1073,  holding,  that  petitioners  for  repaving  of  streets 
may  withdraw  their  names  from  petition  before  passage  of  repaving  ordinance. 
Frontage  rule  of  levying  street  assessments. 

Citrd  in  Com.  ex  rel.  Wlielen  v.  Pittsburgh,  7  W.  N.  C.  409,  on  frontage  rule  of 
levying  street  improvement  assessTiients;  Craig  v.  Philadelphia,  89  Pa.  265,  7  W. 
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N.  C.  117,  36  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  486,  holding  assessment  of  tax  upon  real  estate 
in  rural  district  per  frontage  rule,  for  improvement  of  highway,  unconstitu- 
tional. 

Cited  in  note  in  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1286,  on  assessments  for  improvements  by 
front-foot  rule. 

27  AM.  REP.   667,  HARTRANFT'S  APPEAIi,   85  PA.   433. 
Power  of  courts  to  direct  mandamus  against  governor. 

Cited  in  Greenwood  Cemetery  Land  Co.  v.  Routt,  17  Colo.  156,  31  A.  S.  R. 
284,  15  L.R.A.  369,  28  Pac.  1125,  holding  executive  action  by  governor  not 
controlled  by  mandamus;  Woods  v.  Sheldon,  9  S.  D.  392,  69  N.  W.  602:  Hovey 
V.  State,  12*7  Ind.  688,  22  A.  S.  R.  663,  11  L.R.A.  763,  27  N.  E.  175;  State  ex 
rel.  Robb  v.  Stone,  120  Mo.  428,  41  A.  S.  R.  705,  23  L.R.A.  194,  25  S.  W.  376,— 
holding  that  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel  governor  to  perform  any  duty 
pertaining  to  his  office;  Traynor  v.  Beckham,  116  Ky.  13,  74  S.  W.  1105,  3 
A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  388  (dissenting  opinion),  holding  that  mandamus  will  lie 
to  compel  governor  to  issue  commission  enjoined  by  law;  State  ex  rel.  Hope  v. 
Board  of  Liquidation,  42  La.  Ann.  647,  7  So.  706,  holding  state  officers  vested 
with  discretionary  functions  in  performance  of  civil  duties  or  political  powers 
not  answerable  to  judicial  process;  State  ex  rel.  Latture  v.  Board  of  Inspectors, 
114  Tenn.  516,  86  S.  W.  319,  holding  that  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel 
governor  to  perform  any  act  which  devolves  upon  him  as  such  officer;  Lynn  v. 
Polk,  8  Lea,  121  (dissenting  opinion),  on  power  of  courts  to  direct  mandamus 
against  governor. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  35  A.  R.  713,  on  mandamus  against  governor  to 
compel  performance  of  duties. 

Cited  in  notes  in  72  A.  D.  682,  on  judicial  interference  with  executive  de- 
partment; 31  A.  S.  R.  295,  296,  298,  303,  on  mandamus  to  control  discretion; 
6  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    771,  on  mandamus  to  governor. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Rawlinson  v.  Ansel,  76  S.  C.  395,  57  S.  E.  185, 
11  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  613,  holding  that  court  has  jurisdiction  to  send  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari to  governor  in  case  he  is  created  judicial  tribunal  by  General  As- 
sembly. 

Disapproved  in  Martin  v.   Ingham,  38  Kan.   641,   17   Pac.   162,  holding  that 
purely  ministerial  duties  of  governor  may   be  controlled  by  mandamus  or   in- 
junction. 
Power  of  courts  to  review  action  of  legislature. 

Cited  in  Re  Gunn,  50  Kan.   155,   19  L.R.A.   519,   32   Pac.  948,  holding  that 
supreme   court   may   review   action   of   house   of   representatives. 
Presumption  of  legality  of  officer's  removal. 

Distinguished   in   State  ex  rel.   Campbell  v.   Police  Comrs.   14  Mo.  App.  297, 
holding  no  presumption  in  proceedings  by  certiorari  that  removal  of  officer  for 
cause  was  shown  where  record  merely  shows  removal. 
Scope  of  grand  Jury*s  duties. 

Cited  in  Re  Grand  Jury,  27  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  288,  holding  grand  jury  authorized  to 
investigate  all  matters  given  them  in  charge  by  court,  and  all  violations  of  law 
laid  before  them  by  district  attorney  in  form  of  indictment,  and  matters  com- 
ing to  their  knowledge. 
Sufficiency  of  indorsement  of  indictment  by  court. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Beldham,  15  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  33,  holding  indorsement  of  court'i 
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approval  of  indictment  subsequent  to  submission  sufficient  when  in  accordance 

with  practice. 

Sufficiency  of  subpoena  to  witness  before  grand  Jury. 

Distinguished  in  Com.  v.  Klein,  40  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  352,  holding  subpoena  in 
particular  case  directed  to  witness  to  testify  before  grand  jury  sufficient. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  683,  TURNER  v.  COM.  86  PA.  54. 
Burden  of  proof  in  criminal  cases. 

Cited  in  Goersen  v.  Com.  99  Pa.  388,  39  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  148,  12  Pittsb.  L.  J. 
N.  S.  429,  11  W.  N.  C.  405  (reversing  14  Phila.  337,  37  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  502), 
holding  duty  of  commonwealth  to  rebut  all  other  reasonable  theories  that 
might  be  adduced  from  evidence. 

Cited  in  note  in  76  A.  S.  R.  95,  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  insanity  set  up  as 
an   excuse  for  crime. 

—  Sliif ting  of. 

Cited  in  Tiffany  v.  Com.  121  Pa.  165,  6  A.  S.  R.  776,  15  Atl.  462,  22  W.  N. 
C.  261,  45  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  424;  Com.  v.  Gerade,  146  Pa.  289,  27  A.  R.  689, 
22  Atl.  464,  22  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  65,— liolding  no  shifting  of  burden  on  com- 
monwealth in  criminal  trial. 

—  Wliere  alibi  is  set  up. 

Cited  in  Kent  v.  People,  8  Colo.  563,  9  Pac.  852,  holding  alibi  not  independent 
defoiitie  and  within  rule  that  burden  of  proof  rests  upon  state;  McNamara  v. 
People,  24  Colo.  61,  48  Pac.  541,  holding  burden  of  proof  is  not  upon  defendant 
to  establish  alibi;  Adams  v.  State,  28  Fla.  611,  10  So.  106,  holding  evidence  of 
alibi  sufficient  if  it  raises  reasonable  doubt  in  minds  of  jury  whether  he  was  at 
scene  of  killing  or  not;  State  v.  Taylor,  118  Mo.  153,  24  S.  W.  449,  holding  ac- 
cused entitled  to  acquittal  if  evidence  of  alibi  raises  reasonable  doubt  in 
minds  of  jury;  Trujillo  v.  Territory',  7  X.  M.  43,  32  Pac.  164,  holding  burden 
of  proof  on  defendant  setting  up  alibi  to  establish  it  to  satisfaction  of  jury; 
Shoemaker  v.  Territory,  4  Okla.  118,  43  Pac.  1059,  holding  that  offer  of  evidence 
by  defendant  tending  to  prove  alibi  does  not  shift  burden  of  proof  upon  defend- 
ant; Com.  v.  Seybert,  4  Kulp,  4,  holding  that  proof  of  accused  setting  up  alibi 
must  cover  time  when  offense  was  committed,  so  as  to  preclude  possibility  of 
his  presence;  Com.  v.  Gutshall,  22  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  269;  Watson  v.  Com.  96  Pa. 
418,  38  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  13,  11  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  89,— holding  that  proof  tending 
to  establish  alibi  may  raise  reasonable  doubt  as  to  accused  guilt  although  not 
clear;  State  v.  Thornton,  10  S.  D.  349,  41  L.R.A.  630,  73  N.  W.  196  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  burden  of  proof  in  criminal  case  where  alibi  set  up. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  69  A.  S.  R.  662,  on  instructions  as  to  alibi  in 
criminal   cases. 

Cited  in  note  in  41  L.R.A.  536,  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  alibi  beyond  rea- 
sonable doubt  resting  on  prosecution. 
Presumption  from  failure  to  establish  alibi. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Fisher,  15  Phila.  386,  38  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  269,  holding  charge 
that  failure  of  defense  of  alibi  ought  to  raise  strong  presumption  against  bona 
tides  of  defense,  ground  for  new  trial. 

Distinguished  in  Pilger  v.  Com.  112  Pa.  220,  18  W.  N.  C.  146,  6  Atl.  309,  43 
Phila.  Leg.  Int.  346,  holding  charge,  that  if  attempted  explanation  fails  it  may 
hf!  regarded  as  indicative  of  prisoner's  guilt,  not  erroneous  if  defendant  adopts 
false  theory  of  defense. 
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Admissibility  of  evidence  of  independent  crime. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  House,  41  W.  N.  C.  246,  6  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  92,  28  Pittsb. 
L.  J.  N.  8.  210,  holding  evidence  of  independent  crime  admissible  to  prove  mo- 
tive; Com.  V.  Murray,  13  Phila.  454,  36  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  392,  on  admissibility  of 
evidence  of  former  prosecution  for  crime  to  rebut  testimony  of  accused  deny- 
ing same;  Com.  v.  Mudgett,  174  Pa.  211,  34  Atl.  688,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  739. 
liolding  evidence  of  independent  crime  admissible  in  murder  trial  to  show 
motive;  Com.  v.  Fry,  198  Pa.  379,  48  Atl.  257,  holding  evidence  as  to  relation  be- 
tween prisoner  and  wife  of  deceased  admissible  in  murder  trial  where  evidence 
tends   to  show  motive  was   jealousy. 

Cited  in  note  in  62  L.R.A.  280,  on  evidence  of  other  crimes  to  prove  defendant's 
<jonnection  with   act  charged,  on  trial  for  assault  and  murder. 
Credibility  of  witnesses  and  weight  of  evidence  as  question  of  law  or 
fact. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Fritch,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  164,  holding  credibility  of  witnesses 
-and   weight  of  evidence  exclusively  for  jury. 

Validity  of  endorsement  on  bill.' 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Snyder,  16  Pa.  Dist.  R.  65,  holding  adoption  of  printed  words 
*'True  Bill"  upon  face  of  folded  back  of  bill  of  indictment  by  foreman  of  grand 
jury,  by  writing  thereunder  his  name  and  date,  is  valid  indorsement. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  684,  GRAMLICH  v.  WURST,  86  PA.  74. 

Liability  of  landowner  for  injuries  occasioned  by  dangerous  premises. 

Cited  in  Moore  v.  Logan  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  3  Sadler  (Pa.)  143,  7  Atl.  198, 
holding  landlord  not  liable  for  drowning  of  child  guest  of  tenant  in  open  hole 
over  fifty  feet  fiom  rear  of  dwelling,  dug  at  tenant's  request;  Millhouse  v. 
Mqrris,  23  Lane.  L.  Rev.  347,  349,  holding  landlord  not  liable  for  injury  of  cus- 
tomer of  tenant  in  building  not  included  in  lease;  Moss  v.  Gerlach,  16  Pa.  Dist. 
R.  387,  on  duty  of  owner  of  premises  to  fence  out  public  to  guard  them  from 
danger. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  S.  R.  490,  on  liability  of  landowner,  for  in- 
juries to  persons  coming  on  premises. 

Cited  in  notes  in  69  A.  R.  24,  on  recovery  for  injuries  received  by  defend- 
ant's maintenance  of  dangerous  machinery  on  premises;   5  L.R.A.  581,  on  lia- 
bility of  owner  of  private  premises  for  neglect  to  keep  them   in   repair. 
^Injuries  to  trespassers. 

Cited  in  Briscoe  v.  Henderson  Lighting  &  P.  Co.  148  N.  C.  396,  19  L.R.A. 
(]^.S.)  1116,  62  S.  E.  600;  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Beavers,  113  Ga.  398, 
54  L.R.A.  314,  39  S.  E.  82, — holding  landowner  not  bound  to  guard  excavation 
80  as  to  prevent  injury  to  trespassing  children  induced  to  come  upon  prem- 
ises by  attractiveness  of  excavations  and  surroundings;  O'Connor  v  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  44  La.  Ann.  339,  10  So.  678,  holding  owner  of  land  not  liable  to 
trespasser  for  injuries  they  may  receive  from  defects  not  amounting  to  traps-. 
Ryan  v.  Towar,  128  Mich.  463,  92  A.  S.  R.  481,  55  L.R.A.  310,  87  N.  W.  044, 
holding  landowner  not  liable  for  injuries  to  trespassing  infants  by  dangerous 
machinery  calculated  to  attract  them  to  premises;  Frost  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  (U 
N.  H.  220,  10  A.  S.  R.  396,  9  Atl.  790,  holding  landowner  under  no  duty  to 
trespassing  infant  to  keep  premises  safe;  Monroe  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co. 
151  N.  C.  374,  27  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  193,  66  S.  E.  315;  Emery  v.  Roanoke  Nav.  & 
Water  Power  Co.  Ill  N.  C.  94,  17  L.R.A.  699,  16  S.  E.  18,— holding  landowner 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


^7  AM.  REP.]  NOTES  OX  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  104a 

not  liable  for  injuries  to  trespasser  from  condition  in  which  premises  have  been 
left  or  from  prosecution  of  lawful  business  unless  guilty  of  actual  or  constructive 
intent  to  injure:  Huffman  v.  Musgrove,  17  Phila,  362,  16  W.  N.  C.  270,  42 
Phila.  Leg.  tnt.  160,  holding  landowner  not  liable  for  injuries  to  parties- 
coming  upon  premises  without  invitation  or  to  whom  he  owes  no  duty;  Uther- 
mohlen  v.  Bofrg'g  Min.  A  Mfg.  Run  Co.  60  W.  Va.  457,  88  A.  S.  R.  884,  55 
L.R.A.  911,  40  S.  E.  410,  holding  mine  owner  not  liable  for  injury  to  tres- 
passing child  from  cable  running  upon  pulleys  to  haul  cars  from  mine. 

(  ited  in  reference  notes  in  84  A.  D.  460,  on  railroad's  liability  for  injury  to 
trespassers;  98  A.  D.  322,  on  liability  for  injury  to  trespasser;  30  A.  R.  687, 
on  action  for  negligence  by  trespasser. 

Cited  in   notes   in   40   A.   R.   667,   668,   on   duty   to   trespassing   children;    9- 
L.R.A.   642,  on   duty  owed  to  trespassers. 
—  Where  dangerous  place  is  near  traveled  way. 

Cited  in  Indianapolis  v.  Emmelman,  108  Ind.  630,  58  A.  R.  66,  9  N.  E.  155, 
holding  cities  liable  for  injuries  to  child  sustained  while  at  play  near  unguarded 
excavation  in  stream  at  street  crossing;  Edgington  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N. 
R.  Co.  116  Iowa,  410,  57  L.R.A.  561,  90  N.  W.  95,  holding  railroad  company  lia- 
ble for  injuries  to  child  while  playing  on  unguarded  turntable  of  neighborhood 
of  street;  Johnson  v.  Paducah  Laundry  Co.  122  Ky.  369,  5  L.R.A. (N.S.)  733, 
92  S.  W.  330,  holding  laundry  company  maintaining  vat  four  feet  from  street 
not  liable  to  one  who  left  street  and  fell  into  vat;  Daniels  v.  New  York  &  N. 
E.  R.  Co.  154  Mass.  349,  26  A.  S.  R.  253,  13  L.R.A.  248,  28  N.  E.  283.  hoMinff 
railroad  company  not  liable  for  injuries  to  boy  sustained  while  at  play  upon 
turntable  near  public  highway;  Early  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  66  Mich.  349, 
33  N.  W.  813,  holding  that  negligence  will  not  be  presumed  from  bare  fact  that 
plaintiff  was  injured  at  turntable  excavation;  Mackey  v.  Vicksburg.  04  !Miss. 
777,  2  So.  178,  holding  municipality  liable  for  injury  to  young  child  from  fait 
into  dangerous  excavation  at  end  of  pathway  on  its  private  property;  Foster  v. 
Swope,  41  Mo.  App.  137,  holding  landowner  liable  for  death  of  animal  on  high- 
way from  negligently  constructed  fence  within  four  feet  of  highway:  Gillespie  v. 
^fcGowan,  100  Pa.  144.  45  A.  R.  365,  12  W.  N.  C.  413,  13  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S. 
50,  39  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  313  (reversing  38  Phila|  Leg.  Int.  402),  holding  landowner 
not  liable  for  death  of  chiKl  occasioned  by  fall  into  uncovered  well  ei^lity  feet 
from  nearest  road;  Horstiok  v.  Dunkle,  145  Pa.  220,  27  A.  S.  R.  6So,  23  Atl. 
378,  29  W.  N.  C.  385,  holding  landowner  not  liable  for  injuries  to  traveler  on 
highway  occasioned  by  fright  of  horse  and  consequent  fall  into  unfenced  pond 
over  twenty  feet  from  traveled  track;  Thompson  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  218 
Pa.  444,  120  A.  S.  R.  897,  19  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1162,  67  Atl.  768,  11  A.  &  E.  Ann. 
Cas.  894,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for  injuries  received  by  child  while 
playing  near  turntable  situated  ten  or  twelve  feet  from  street;  Klix  v.  Nieman, 
08  Wis.  271,  60  A.  R.  864,  32  N.  W.  223,  holding  owner  of  city  lot  not  liable 
for  death  of  boy  from  falling  into  unguarded  pond  back  safe  distance  from  street; 
Gnrr  v.  Mittlestaedt,  96  Wis.  296,  71  N.  W.  656,  holding  landowner  not  liable 
for  injuries  to  person  traveling  on  driveway  by  invitation  by  reason  of  horse  be- 
roming  frightened  and  passing  over  twenty  feet  from  way  to  cellar:  Duffy  v. 
Sable  Iron  Works,  210  Pa.  326,  59  Atl.  1100  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability 
of  landowner  for  death  of  child  of  tender  years  from  fall  into  vat  of  hot  grease. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  48  A.  R.  727,  on  injury  by  excavation  adjoining 
highway. 
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Cited  in  note  in  26  L.R.A.  687,  on  duty  aa  to  uninclosed  property  lying  ope» 
beside  highway  or  frequented  path. 
Presumption  of  negligence  from  occurrence  of  accident. 

Cited  in  Saylor  v.  Parsons,  122  Iowa,  679,  101  A.  S.  R.  283,  64  L.R.A.  542,. 
98  X.  W.  500,  holding  negligence  not  to  be  presumed  from  bare  fact  of  occur- 
rence of  accident  upon  defendant's  land. 
Xegligence  as  question  of  law  or  fact. 

Cited  in  Esher  v.  Mineral  R.  &  Min.  Co.  28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  387,  holding  ques- 
tion of  negligence  for  court  only  where  facts  and  inferences  are  undisputed 
and  precise  measure  of  duty  is  determinate;  Ackley  v.  Bradford  Twp.  32 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  487,  holding  question  of  negligence  for  jury  when  measure  of 
duty  is  ordinary  care  and  degree  varies  according  to  circumstances;  Bannon  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  29  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  231 ;  First*  Nat.  Bank  v.  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  34  Pa.  Super,  a.  488;  Baker  v.  Fehr,  97  Pa.  70,  10  W.  N.  C.  56,  11 
Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  423, — holding  province  of  court  to  declare  law  as  to  what 
is  negligence  and  ordinary  care  where  facts  admitted  or  -ascertained;  Lehigh 
\'alley  H.  (  o.  v.  Greiner,  113  Pa.  600,  6  Atl.  246,  18  W.  N.  C.  230,  43  Phila. 
Leg.  Int.  520,  holding  question  of  contributory  negligence  for  court  where 
facts  and  inferences  therefrom  undisputed;  Greis  v.  Hazard  Mfg.  Co.  209  Pa. 
276,  58  Atl.  474,  12  Luzerne  Leg.  Reg.  365,  holding  question  of  negligence  for 
court  when  facts  are  uncontroverted. 

Cited  in  note  in  49  L.R.A.  720,  on  voluntarily  incurring  danger  to  save  life 
of   anotlier   person   as  contributory   negligence. 

27  AM.  REP.  689,  CONNECTICUT  MUT.  li.  INS.  CO.  v.  GROOM,  8«  PA. 

92. 
Liability  on  policy  in  case  of  suicide  while  insane. 

Cited  in  McCue  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  —  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  — ,  93  C.  C. 
A.  71,  167  Fed.  435,  holding  suicide  not  excepted  from  risks  assumed  by  insurer 
unless  policy  taken  out  with  intention  to  defraud;  Grand  Lodge  I.  0.  M.  A.  v. 
Wieting,  1G8  111.  408,  61  A.  S.  R.  123,  48  N.  E.  59,  holding  provision  in  policy 
limiting  insurer's  liability  in  case  of  suicide,  not  enforcible  where  suicide  in- 
sane; Micliigan  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Naugle,  130  Ind.  79,  29  N.  E.  393,  holding 
insurance  company  liable  for  loss  by  death  of  insured  by  suicide  while  insane 
where  forfeiture  clause  only  stipulates  against  death  by  insured's  own  hand: 
Blackstone  v.  Standard  Life  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  74  Mich.  692,  3  L.R.A.  486,  42  X. 
W.  156,  holding  suicide  by  person  non  compos  no  defense  to  action  on  accident 
policy  where  forfeiture  clause  only  stipulates  against  death  or  injury 
by  suicide;  Hall  v.  Mut.  Reserve  Fund  L.  Asso.  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  31,  hold!' "^ 
that  suicide  due  to  insanity  will  not  avoid  policy  where  policy  merely  stipulates 
against  death  by  insured's  own  hand,  or  by  suicide;  Tritschler  v.  Keystone 
Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  180  Pa.  205,  36  Atl.  734,  holding  no  recovery  upon  policy  in 
case  of  insured's  death  by  suicide  while  insane;  Knight  Templars  &  M.  Life 
Indemnity  Co.  v.  Jarman,  44  C.  C.  A.  93,  104  Fed.  638  (dissenting  opinion),  as 
to  whether  words  "committed  suicide"  include  insured  who  takes  his  life  while 
insane. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  35  A.  R.  410,  on  effect  of  suicide  clause  in   life 
policy;  8  A.  S.  R.  885,  on  effect  of  provision  in  insurance  policy  against  liability 
for  death  by  own  hand;  12  A.  S.  R.  636,  on  death  of  insured  in  consequence  of 
viclation  of  law  as  defense  to  action  on  policy. 
Am.   Rep.    Vol.    XVI.— 66. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  59  A.  D.  491,  on, effect  of  insanity  on  condition  in  life  in- 
surance policy  against  suicide;  59  A.  D.  489,  on  meaning  of  terms  "commit 
suicide,"  etc.,  in  insurance  policy;  84  A.  S.  R.  546,  on  insanity  of  insured  as 
affecting  defense  of  suicide;  35  L.R.A.  261,  on  capacity  to  understand  the  moral 
character  of  act  as  test  in  determining  liability  on  policy  on  life  of  one  com- 
mitting suicide;  21  L.  ed.  U.  S.  237,  on  effect  of  provision  avoiding  policy  in 
case  of  suicide;  14  E.  R.  C.  23,  on  rules  of  construction  of  contracts  of  insur- 
ance. 
Lilability  of  insurer  for  loss  by  lire  set  by  insured  while  insane. 

Cited  in  Showalter  v.  Mutual  F.  Ins.  Co.  40  W.  N.  C.  76,  3  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
448,  holding  loss  ensuing  where  insane  person  sets  fire  to  his  property  within 
terms  of  policy  unless  expressly  excepted. 

27  AM.  REP.  698,  CREED  v.  PENNSYIiVANIA  R.  CO.  86  PA.   189. 
Who  are  passengers. 

Cited  in  Moss  v.  Lancaster  &  Y.  Furnace  Street  R.  Co.  23  Lane.  L.  Rev.  299, 
holding  that  person  riding  on  railroad  car  is  presumed  to  be  a  passenger;  Way 
v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  64  Iowa,  48,  52  Am.  Rep.  431,  19  N.  W.  828,  holding 
one  riding  on  non-transferable  commutation  ticket  issued  to  another,  leaving 
conductor  to  infer  he  was  that  other,  not  a  passenger;  Deichman  v.  Knecht,  18 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  279,  11  Nortliamp.  Co.  Rep.  231,  to  the  point  that  passenger  is 
one  who  enters  vehicle  of  carrier  with  intention  of  paying  usual  fare. 

Cited  in  notes  in  82  A.  D.  293,  as  to  who  is  a  passenger;  2  L.R.A.  167,  as  to 
whether  persons  riding  free  are  entitled  to  protection  as  passengers. 

Distinguished  in  Lydon  v.  Robert  Smith  Ale  Brewing  Co.  133  Fed.  830,  hold- 
ing that  there  is  no  presumption  that  person  riding  Jn  private  vehicle  of  an- 
other is  being  carried  as  passenger  for  hire. 

—  Persons  riding  on  unusual  trains,  generally. 

Cited  in  Wagner  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  97  Mo.  512,  3  L.R.A.  156,  10  S.  W. 
486,  holding  one  riding  on  train  apparently  regular,  with  permission  of  con- 
ductor a  passenger;  Fitzgibbon  v.  Chicago  &  I^.  W.  R.  Co.  108  Iowa,  614,  79  N. 
W.  477,  holding  for  jury  whether  one  riding  on  train  for  use  of  class  of  ex- 
cursionists, but  with  conductor's  permission,  is  a  passenger;  Spence  v.  Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  117  Iowa,  1,  90  N.  W.  346,  holding  one  riding  on  con- 
struction train  which  formerly  carried  passengers,  a  passenger,  where  change 
in  rules  is  unknown  to  him. 

—  Persons  riding  on  freight  trains. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  30  A.  R.  98,  on  carrier's  liability  for  injury  to 
passenger  on  freight  train;  1  A.  S.  R.  712,  on  right  of  passenger  on  freight 
train  to  recover  for  injury;  10  A.  8.  R.  40,  on  rights  of  passengers  on  freight 
trains. 

Cited  in  notes  in  61  A.  S.  R.  93,  on  who  are  passengers  on  freight  trains: 

19  L.R.A.  311,  on  risk  assumed  by  passenger  on  freight  train. 
Distinguished  in   Atchison,   T.   &   S.    F.   R.   Co.   v.   Headland,    18   Colo.   477, 

20  L.R.A.  822,  33  Pac.  185,  denying,  one  riding  on  freight  train  permission  having 
been  refused  by  conductor,  a  passenger;  Smith  v.  Louisville,  E.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
124  Ind.  394,  24  N.  E.  753,  holding  one  riding  on  freight  train,  merely  on  invita- 
tion of  conductor,  not  a  passenger;  Berry  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  124  Mo.  223,  25 
S.  W.  229,  holding  one  riding  on  flat  car  of  freight  train,  against  known  rules, 
not  a  passenger;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hailey,  94  Tenn.  383,  27  L.R.A.  549, 
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^9  S.  W.  367,  holding  one  paying  fare  and  riding  on  freight  train  against  known 
rules,  a  trespasser  with  only  rights  as  such. 

—  Persons  in  places  not  meant  for  passengers. 

Cited  in  McGraw  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  135  N.  C.  264,  47  S.  E.  758   (dissenting 
opinion),  on  conclusiveness  of  ticket  as  evidence  of  right  of  one  to  travel  on  part 
of  train  not  intended  for  use  of  passengers. 
Contributory  negligence. 

Cited  in  Blake  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  89  Iowa,  8,  21  L.R.A.  659, 
■5G  N.  W.  405,  holding  that  it  is  not  negligence  for  one  in  charge  of  theatrical 
properties  to  ride  in  show  car  to  care  for  them;  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  State, 
72  Md.  36,  6  L.R.A.  706,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  454,  18  Atl.  1107,  denying  negligence 
of  postal  clerk  riding  on  photograph  commission,  to  ride  in  postal  car;  Weir 
v.  Uaverford  Electric  Light  Co.  221  Pa.  611,  70  Atl.  874,  holding  persons  in- 
jured by  electric  light  wires  not  relieved  from  consequences  of  their  own  con- 
tributory negligence;  Everett  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  &  U.  N.  R.  Co.  9  Utah,  340, 
34  Pac.  289,  denying  negligence  in  riding  on  caboose,  where  injury  is  caused  by 
negligent  collision,  presence  in  caboose  being  known;  Miller  v.  Atlanta  &  C.  Air 
Line  R.  Co.  144  N.  C.  545,  57  S.  E.  345,  holding  burden  on  railroad  company 
to  show  that  passenger  injured  in  forward  compartment  of  caboose  knew  he 
was  in  wrong  compartment  and  that  he  did  not  act  as  prudent  man  would  and 
that   his  conduct  was  proximate  cause  of  injury. 

Cited  in  note  in  5  L.R.A.  787,  on  contributory  negligence  to  defeat  recovery. 

Distinguished  in  Florida  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Hirst,  30  Fla.  1,  16  L.R.A.  631, 
32  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  11  So.  506,  holding  passenger  not  freed  from  negligence  in 
riding  in  express  car  against  rules,  by  conductor's  failure  to  object  thereto; 
Fry  V.  People's  Pass.  R.  Co.  17  Phila.  61,  42  Phila,  Leg.  Int.  296,  holding  negli- 
gence for  conductor  riding  on  front  platform  while  off  duty,  to  climb  backwards 
onto  adjoining  track  before  approaching  car;  Little  Rock  &  Ft.  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Miles,  40  Ark.  298,  48  Am.  Rep.  10,  holding  it  negligence  for  drover  to  ride  on 
top  of  freight  car  on  unauthorized  direction  of  station  agent;  Ft.  Scott,  W.  & 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  Sparks,  55  Kan.  288,  39  Pac.  1032,  holding  it  negligence  for  shipper 
riding  under  contract  to  remain  in  caboose,  to  be  on  top  of  freight  car;  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.  V.  Langdon,  92  Pa.  21,  37  Am.  Rep.  651,  37  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  172, 
holding  negligence  for  passenger  to  ride  in  baggage  car,  where  he  would  not 
liave  been  injured  otherwise;  Thayne  v.  Scranton  Traction  Co.  8  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
446,  holding  negligence  for  passenger  to  stand  on  rear  platform  where  injury 
caused  by  his  being  thrown  against  the  railing  thereof. 

—  Of  passengers  or  employees  riding  on  platform. 

Cited  in  Thirteenth  &  F.  Street  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Boudron,  92  Pa.  475,  37  Am. 
Rep.  707,  8  W.  N.  C.  241,  denying  negligence  for  passenger  to  stand  on  rear  plat- 
form of  car,  where  that  position  was  not  the  cause  of  his  injury. 

Distinguished  in   Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Greiner,  113  Pa.  600,  6  Atl.  246, 
18  W.  N.  C.  230,  43  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  520,  holding  negligence  for  employee  to 
ride  on  narrow  platform  in  rear  of  tender,  though  injuries  are  caused  by  engine 
running  into  following  car. 
Scope  of  conductor's  authority. 

Cited  in  Mover  v.  Metropolitan  Electric  Co.  14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  798,  to  point 
that  conductor  represents  company  in  administration  of  rules  relating  to  sub- 
jects concerning  which  there  is  any  room  for  difference  in  opinion. 

Cited  in  notes  in  40  A.  R.  226,  on  recovery  against  master  for  servant's  act 
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l»y  one  knowing  it  to  be  contrary  to  authority;  17  E.  R.  C.  276,  on  liability  of 
master  for  acts  of  servant  in  scope  of  his  employment. 

2  7  AM.  REP.   609,  HARRISON  v.  COLLINS,   86  PA.   158. 
Who  are  independent  contractors. 

Cited  in  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Dickens,  7  Ind.  Terr.  16,  103  S.  W.  750^ 
holding  that  relation  of  master  and  servant  exists  whenever  employer  retains 
right  to  direct  manner  in  which  business  shall  be  done,  as  well  as  result  to  be  ac- 
complished; Hanna  v.  Gresh,  16  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  182,  holding  that  extent  of 
work  to  be  done  does  not  determine  whether  employment  is  independent;  Karl  v. 
Juniata  County,  206  Pa,  633,  56  Atl.  78,  holding  fact  that  contractor  was  em- 
ployed at  two  dollars  per  day  and  directed  to  employ  other  hands  at  less  sum 
not   inconsistent  with   independent  character  of  his  employment. 

Cited  in  notes  in  66  L.R.A.  467,  on  inference  of  independence  of  contracts  by 
master  tradesmen  and  craftsmen;  65  L.R.A.  506,  on  determining  nature  of  con- 
tract as  dependent  or  independent  with  reference  to  basis  on  which  compensation 
of  employee  is  calculated;  65  L.R.A.  466,  458,  on  testing  character  of  contract 
as  that  of  an  independent  contractor  by  existence  or  absence  of  right  of  control 
on  employer's  part;  65  L.R.A.  448,  on  distinction  between  independent  con- 
tractors and  servants  or  agents. 
Liability  of  owner  for  act  of  independent  contractor. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Kearney  v.  Finn,  11  Mo.  App.  400,  holding  that  act  of 
intervening  third  person  will  not  relieve  author  of  prior  wrong  where  it  is  of 
such  nature  that  latter  ought  to  have  foreseen  and  guarded  against  interven- 
ing act;  Sandifer  v.  Lynn,  52  Mo.  App.  553;  Bain  v.  Petroleum  Iron  Works 
Co.  223  Pa.  96,  72  Atl.  279, — on  doctrine  of  independent  employment;  Connor 
V  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  24  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  241,  holding  railroad  company  not 
liable  for  negligence  of  drivers  of  hansom  cabs  and  horses  leased  to  them  by 
company  under  certain  conditions  at  certain  daily  rental;  McCullough  v. 
Hemingway,  16  Phila.  158,  40  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  260,  14  W.  N.  C.  14,  holding^ 
proprietor  of  store  not  liable  for  negligence  of  servants  of  purchaser  of  his 
waste  paper  while  removing  same  from  store  although  he  knew  how  paper  was 
to  be  taken  out;  Smith  v.  Simmons,  103  Pa.  32,  49  A.  R.  113,  13  W.  N.  C.  242, 
40  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  334,  14  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  406,  holding  employer  of  ditch 
contractor  not  liable  for  latter's  negligence  where  former  furnished  pipe  and 
boxing  but  had  no  other  control  of  work;  Signian  v.  G.  R.  McAbee  Powder  & 
Oil  Co.  25  Lane.  L.  Rev.  346,  holding  owner  of  property  not  responsible  for 
negligence  of  person  acting  independently  in  undertaking  when  owner  does  not 
have  right  to  control. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  29  A.  R.  360,  on  liability  of  master  for  injury  to 
servant  of  independent  contractor  from  defective  appliance;  29  A.  R.  719, 
on  liability  of  lot  owner  for  injuries  to  adjoining  lot  from  excavation  by  con- 
tractor; 32  A.  R.  408,  on  employer's  liability  for  acts  of  contractor;  60  A.  R. 
700,  on  liability  of  employer  for  act  of  contractor  claimed  to  be  nuisance; 
76  A.  S.  R.  382,  on  negligence  of  contractor;  43  A.  S.  R.  815,  on  employer's 
liability  to  third  person  for  negligence  of  independent  contractor;  27  A.  S.  R. 
241,  on   liability  for  negligence  of  independent  contractor. 

Cited  in  notes  in  54  A.  S.  R.  91,  on  master's  liability  for  acts  of  inde- 
pendent contractors;  76  A.  S.  R.  390,  on  employer's  nonliability  where  inde- 
pendent contractor  has  control;  76  A.  S.  R.  386,  on  nonliability  for  negligence- 
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and  other  torts  of  independent  contractors;  76  A.  S.  R.  405,  on  employer's 
li.ibility  for  violation  of  general  duty  to  public  or  to  third  persons  by  acts 
of    independent   contractor. 

Distinguished  in  First  Presby.  Cong.  v.  Smith,  163  Pa.  561,  43  A.  S.  R.  808, 
26  L.R.A.  504,  30  Atl.  279,  holding  that  liability  of  employer  continues  where 
he  has  not  released  his  control  over  work  to  be  done  and  mode  of  performini? 
it:  Stewart  v.  Putnam,  127  Mass.  403,  holding  occupant  of  premises  liable  for 
consequence  of  negligence  of  servant  employed  to  do  certain  work  about  them. 
^Iii  street  repairing  contracts. 

Cited  in  Harding  v.  Boston,  163  Mass.  14,  39  N.  E.  411,  holdingi^v  not 
liable  for  negligence  of  servants  of  sewer  contractor  who  has  entire  #mrol  of 
work  subject  only  to  approval  of  superintendent  of  sewers;  Groesbeck  v.  Pinson, 
21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  44,  50  S.  W.  620,  holding  contractor  who  in  course  of  his 
occupation  represents  will  of  city  only  as  to  result  of  work  and  not  as  to  means 
by  which  performed,  independent. 

(  ited  in  reference  notes  in  36  A.  R.  166,  on  liability  of  city  for  negligence  of 
its  contractor;  49  A.  R.  544,  on  liability  of  property  owner  for  negligence  of 
contractor  in  leaving  open  hole  in  sidewalk;  1  A.  S.  R.  433,  on  liability  of  land- 
owner for  defective  or  dangerous  condition  of  sidewalk. 

Cited  in  note  in  65  L.R.A.  653,  on  nonliability  of  employer  for  negligence  of 
independent  contractor  in  work  done  on  premises  adjacent  to  streets  and  high- 
ways affecting  safety  thereof. 

—  Railroad  construction  contracts. 

Cited  in  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Farver,  111  Ind.  195,  60  A.  R.  696, 
12  X.  E.  296,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for  injury  to  traveler  on 
highway  through  fright  of  horse  from  steam  engine  operated  near  highway  by 
contractor  in  exclusive  control  of  engine;  Edmundson  v.  Pittsburgh,  M.  &  Y.  R. 
Co.  in  Pa.  316,  2  Atl.  404,  17  W.  N.  C.  46,  16  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  253,  43  Phila. 
Leg.  Int.  298,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for  negligence  of  contractor 
who  agrees  to  do  all  construction  work  for  stipulated  price  and  who  has  entire 
control  over  means  employed  to  accomplish  object;  Thomas  v.  Altoona  &  L. 
Valley  Electric  R.  Co.  191  Pa.  361,  43  Atl.  215,  holding  street  railway  com- 
pany which  lets  out  construction  of  its  road  reserving  only  right  to  approve 
or  disapprove  it  when  completed  not  liable  for  injury  to  servant  of  contractor; 
Bibb  V.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  87  Va.  711,  14  S.  E.  163,  holding  railroad  com- 
pany  not  liable  for  death  of  servant  of  bridge  contractor  where  latter  employed 
at  agreed  price  even  though  work  done  subject  to  approval  of  company's  en- 
gineer. 

Cited  in  note  in  9  L.R.A.  604,  on  railroad's  liability  for  independent  con- 
tractor's negligence. 

—  Mining  contracts. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Tug  River  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  59  W.  Va.  301,  53  S.  E.  713, 
holding  mining  company  not  liable  for  negligent  prosecution  of  work  of  con- 
tractor who  procures  timbers  for  it  at  certain  price  per  piece  where  company 
has  no  control  over  means  of  accomplishing  work. 

—  Building  contracts. 

Cited  in  Bennett  v.  Truebody,  66  Cal.  509,  56  A.  R.  117,  6  Pac.  329,  holding 
owners  of  building  not  liable  for  negligence  of  employees  of  plumber  hired  to 
repair  water  pipes  and  left-  to  proceed  in  his  own  way;  Hoff  v.  Shockley,  122 
Iowa.   720,   101    A.  S.   R.   280,  C4   L.R.A.  538,   98  N.   \V.   573,   holding  owner  of 
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property  not  liable  for  failure  of  independent  contractor  to  barricade  pile  of 
sand  in  street  although  deposited  with  approval  of  owner's  agent;  Jackson  v. 
Grayson,  13  Pa.  Dist.  R.  467,  holding  owner  not  liable  for  injury  to  prospective 
tenant  sustained  while  examining  vacant  house  at  which  mechanics  were  at 
work  and  caused  by  absence  of  cellar  stairs. 
Right  of  property  owner  to  excavate  under  street. 

Cited  in  Kirkpatrick  v.  Knapp,  28  Mo.  App.  427,  holding  excavations  proper- 
ly constructed  under  public  street  for  convenience  of  abutting  owner  not  in- 
herently unlawful. 

27  aIKiEF.   705,  GOUIiD  v.  McKENNA,  80  PA.  297. 
liiability  of  land  owner  for  damage  from  eaves  drip  or  fall  of  ice. 

Cited  in  Fitzpatrick  v.  Welch,  174  Mass.  486,  48  L.R.A.  278,  55  N.  E.  178, 
holding  one  liable  for  damages  from  water  flowing  from  roof  of  stable  on  to 
estate  of  another;  Davis  v.  Niagara  Falls  Tower  Co.  171  N.  Y.  336,  89  A.  S.  R. 
817,  57  L.R.A.  545,  64  N.  E.  4,  holding  owner  of  improved  realty  bound  to  take- 
all  precautions  necessary  against  fall  of  ice  from  framework  of  tower  upon 
premises  of  his  neighbor;  Davis  v.  Smith,  141  N.  C.  108,  63  S.  E.  745,  holding 
owner  of  three  story  building  liable  for  damages  resulting  to  adjoining  owner 
by  discharge  of  water  from  roof  against  his  wall  or  at  foot  thereof;  Davis  v. 
Smith,  144  N.  C.  297,  56  S.  E.  940,  holding  damages  occasioned  by  overflow  of 
water  from  higher  building  not  lessened  by  poor  condition  of  lower  building. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  123  A.  S.  R.  571,  on  duty  and  liability  as  to  roof 
casting  snow  and  water  on  adjoining  premises;  109  A.  S.  R.  943,  on  right  of 
owner  of  building  to  allow  water  from  eaves  to  drip  on  neighbor's  premises, 
89  A.  S.  R.  821,  on  liability  for  accumulations  of  water  and  ice. 

Cited  in  note  in  41  L.  ed.  U.  S.  839,  on  drainage  of  surface  water. 
What  constitutes  contributory  negligence. 

Cited  in  Smithwick  v.  Hall  &  U.  Co.  59  Conn.  261,  21  A.  S.  R.  104,  12  L.R.A 
279,  21  Atl.  924,  holding  that  contributory  negligence  which  will  defeat  sction 
must  be  act  or  omission  contributing  to  happening  of  act  or  event  causing, 
injury;  McCarty  v.  Boise  City  Canal  Co.  2  Idaho,  245,  10  Pac.  623,  holding  no^ 
defense  to  action  for  damages  to  land  by  long-continued  leakage  from  irrigatinijj 
ditch  that  plaintiflF  might  have  prevented  injury  at  small  expense;  Lehigh  Valley 
R.  Co.  V.  Greiner,  113  Pa.  600,  6  Atl.  246,  18  W.  N.  C.  230,  43  Phila.  Leg.  Int. 
520,  holding  that  contributory  negligence  which  prevents  recovery  for  injury 
must  be  such  as  co-operates  in  causing  injury  and  without  which  it  would  not 
have  happened;  Ansley  v.  Scranton,  218  Pa.  131,  67  Atl.  51,  holding  it  not 
necessary  that  contributory  negligence  relied  upon  should  have  been  operating 
cause  to  produce  injury;  Belcher  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  92  Tex.  593,  50 
S.  W.  559,  holding  negligence  of  shipper  in  delaying  to  order  shipment  of  neces- 
sary feed  for  stock  no  defense  to  action  for  damages  caused  by  carrier's  negli- 
gent delay  in  transportation  after  feed  ordered;  Sauers  v.  Smits,  49  Wash.  557, 
17  L.R.A,(N.S.)  1242,  95  Pac.  1097,  holding  that  physician  is  not  relieved  from 
liability  for  burning  patient  by  use  of  X-ray  by  fact  that  she  quit  treatment 
before  he  was  willing. 
JEffect  of  contributory  negligence  on  measure  of  damages. 

Cited  in  Owens  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  1  L.R.A.  75,  35  Fed.  715,  holding 
that  one  can  recover  only  to  extent  of  damage  caused  without  his  fault  where 
injuries  aggravated   by   his  own   neglect;    Goshen  v.   England,    119   Ind.   368,  5 
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L.R.A.  253,  21  N.  E.  977,  holding  that  one  cannot  recover  for  any  increased 
pain  caused  hy  her  own  negligence  since  injury ;  Citizens*  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Hohbs, 
15  Ind.  App.  610,  43  N.  E.  479.  holding  burden  on  defendant  to  show  aggrava- 
tion of  injury  by  plaintiff;  Bowman  v.  Humphrey,  132  Iowa,  234,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1111,  109  N.  W.  714,  11  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  131,  holding  each  party  in  action  to 
recover  for  nuisance  chargeable  with  consequences  of  his  own  conduct;  Scheurer 
v.  Banner  Rubber  Co.  227  Mo.  347,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1207,  26  S.  W.  1037,  holding 
that  servant  who  assumes  risk  of  getting  hand  caught  in  machine  may  hold 
master  liable  for  aggravation  of  injury  by  failure  of  device  installed  to  stop 
machine.  « 

Cited  in  notes  in  55  A.  D.  668,  on  contributory  negligence  not  preventing 
recovery  unless  it  contributes  to  occurrence  of  injury;  5  LJI.A.  787,  on  con- 
tributory negligence  to  defeat  recovery. 

27  AM.  REP.   707,  URICH'S  APPEAIi,  86  PA.  38«. 

Power  of  testator  to  cut  down  fee  by  subsequent  words. 

Cited  in  John  v.  Bradbury,  97  Ind.  263,  holding  that  fee  given  in  first  part 
of  will  may  be  cut  down  by  subsequent  words  to  life  estate  with  power  of  dis- 
posal for  support;  Law  v.  Douglass,  107  Iowa,  606,  78  N.  W.  212;  Killefer  v. 
Bassett,  146  Mich.  1,  109  N.  W.  21, — holding  that  express  gift  in  fee  renders 
void  subsequent  clause  directing  disposition  of  estate  remaining  at  devisee's 
death;  Livezey*s  Appeal,  106  Pa.  201,  42  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  182;  Shade's  Estate, 
15  Mortg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  196;  Ruthven's  Appeal,  176  Pa.  122,  34  Atl.  1003,— holding 
that  fee  may  be  cut  down  by  subsequent  words  used  in  will;  Bycrs's  Will,  18G 
Pa.  404,  40  Atl.  524,  to  point  that  fee  given  in  first  part  of  will  may  be  re- 
strained by  subsequent  words  so  as  to  convert  it  into  life  estate;  Meyer  v. 
Weiler,  121  Iowa,  51,  95  N.  W.  254  (dissenting  opinion),  on  power  of  testator 
to  restrain  generality  of  devise  by  subsequent  expressions;  Dickson  v.  Dickson, 
0  Ont.  Rep.  278,  holding  devise  to  one  and  his  heirs  with  proviso  that  he  neither 
mortgage  nor  sell,  but  that  it  be  to  his  children  after  his  decease,  gives  only 
life  estate  to  such  one  with  remainder  in  fee  after  death  of  children. 

Cited  in  note  in  7  L.R.A.  836,  on  creation  of  life  estate  by  will. 
Construction  of  word  "heirs. '* 

Cited  in  Griswold  v.  Hicks,  132  111.  494,  22  A.  S.  R.  549,  24  N.  E.  63;  Tinder 
V.  Tinder,  131  Ind.  381,  30  N.  E.  1077,— holding  word  "heirs,"  as  used  in  deed, 
construed  to  mean  children;  Shimer  v.  Mann,  99  Ind.  190,  50  A.  R.  82,  holding 
that  word  "heirs"  may  be  construed  to  mean  children  where  intention  of  tes- 
tator is  plain;  Peirce  v.  Hubbard,  28  W.  N.  C.  193,  48  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  264,  10 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  63,  holding  that  first  taker  has  only  life  estate  where  testator 
couples  word  heirs  or  issue  with  children  in  such  manner  as  to  indicate  that 
remaindermen  should  take  as  children  and  not  as  heirs  or  issue. 

Cited  in  notes  in  11  A.  S.  R.  103,  on  rule  in  Shelley's  case;  13  L.R.A.  47,  as 
to  who  are  heirs. 

Distinguished  in  Carpenter  v.  Van  Olinder,  127  111.  42,  11  A.  S.  R.  92,  2  L.R.A. 
455,  19  N.  E.  868,  holding  that  manifest  intent  of  donor  cannot  control  legal 
effect  and  operation  of  word  "heirs,"  when  standing  for  ordinary  succession  as 
word  of  limitation  and  render  it  word  of  purchase. 
Construction  of  deed. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  E.  R.  C.  802,  as  to  construction  of  deed  which  fails  to 
take  effect  in  manner  intended. 
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27  AM.  REP.  711,  S.\NDERSON  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  COAL  CO.  86  PA. 

401,  Affirmed  on  later  appeals  In  94  Pa.  302,  39  A.  R.  785,  8  W.  N. 

C.   521;   102  Pa.  370,   14  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.   204,    14  W.  N.  C.   81, 

40  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  327;  Overruled  on  still  later  appeal  in  113  Pa. 

126,   57  A.  R.  445,   6  Atl.  458,   43  Phila.  Leg.  Int.   467,   18  W.  X. 

C.  181. 
Right  to  pollute  stream. 

Cited  in  Trevett  v.  PriBon  Asso.  98  Va.  332,  81  A.  S.  R.  727,  50  L.R.A,  564, 
-36  S.  E.  373,  holding  pollution  of  stream  by  privies  which  accommodate  large 
number  of  people  entitles  lower  riparian  owners  to  damagts. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  27  A.  S.  R.  720,  on  damages  for  pollution  of  stream; 

28  A.  8.  R.  249,  on  liability  of  riparian  owner  for  pollution  of  streams;    29 
A.  S.  R.  539,  on  injury  to  land  by  debris  deposited  by  water  course. 

Cited  in  notes  in  1  L.R.A.  297,  on  acquisition  of  right  to  create  or  maintain 
nuisance,  by  prescription;  24  L.R.A.  66,  on  how  far  stream  may  be  polluted  by 
mine  water;  41  L.  ed.  U.  S.  838,  on  drainage  of  surface  water;  1  E.  R.  C.  272, 
•on  liability  for  injury  due  to  escape  of  anythinjy  likely  to  do  harm;  10  E.  R.  C. 
243,  on  right  of  riparian  owner  to  purity  of  stream. 
—  Right  of  manufactories  in  conducting  their  business. 

Cited  in  Tennessee  Coal,  Iron  &  R.  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  100  xVla.  252,  46  A.  S.  R. 
48,  14  So.  167,  holding  that  manufacturer  cannot  pollute  natural  stream  so 
as  to  practically  destroy  its  value  to  lower  riparian  proprietors;  Baltimore  v. 
Warren  Mfg.  Co.  59  Md.  96,  holding  that  injunction  will  lie  to  restrain  pollu- 
tion of  stream  by  manufacturing  company  to  injury  of  water  supply  of  city; 
Straight  v.  Hover,  79  Ohio  St.  263,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  276,  87  N.  E.  174;  Missis- 
sippi Mills  Co.  V.  Smith,  69  Miss.  299,  30  A.  S.  R.  646,  11  So.  26,--holding  that 
public  policy  of  encouraging  manufactories  does  not  permit  polluting  of  stream 
to  injury  of  lower  riparian  owners;  Beach  v.  Sterling  Iron  &  Zinc  Co.  54  N. 
J.  Eq.  65,  33  Atl.  286,  holding  discoloration  of  stream  by  mining  company  ac- 
tionable although  natural  and  necessary  result  of  ordinary  mining  operations; 
Strobel  v.  Kerr  Salt  Co.  164  N.  Y.  303,  79  A.  S.  R.  643,  51  L.R.A.  687,  58  N.  E. 
142,  holding  that  gre&t  industries  located  on  natural  stream  cannot  inflict  sub- 
stantial injury  upon  lower  riparian  owner;  Philadelphia  v.  Carmany,  18  W.  N. 
C.  152,  holding  city  entitled  to  enjoin  owners  of  dye  mill  from  polluting  stream 
by  emptying  its  refuse  therein  and  rendering  water  unfit  for  domestic  use;  Wil- 
liams V.  Union  Improv.  Co.  6  Kulp,  417,  holding  that  different  owners  of  prem- 
ises along  stream  may  join  in  bill  to  restrain  pollution  thereof  by  mine  water 
containing  poisonous  substances;  H.  B.  Bowling  Coal  Co.  v.  Ruffner,  117  Tenn. 
180,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  923,  100  S.  W.  116,  10  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  581,  holding  coal 
mine  operator  liable  for  damages  resulting  from  pumping  acidulated  subter- 
ranean water  from  his  mine  into  stream  and  rendering  it  unfit  for  its  accus- 
tomed use. 

Distinguished  in  Richmond  v.  Test,  18  Jnd.  App.  482,  48  N.  E.  610,  holding 
city  not  liable  to  riparian  owner  for  pollution  of  stream  with  sewage. 
Relative  rights  of  riparian  owners. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Hulbert,  131  Mich.  156,  100  A.  S.  R.  588,  64  L.R.A.  265, 
91  X.  W.  211,  holding  that  riparian  owner  on  inland  lake  has  right  to  bathe 
therein  as  against  city  drawing  its  water  supply  from  lake  under  like  ownership. 

Overruled  on  later  appeal  in  113  Pa.  126.  57  A.  R.  445,  6  Atl.  453,  43  Phila. 
Leg.  Int.  467,  18  W.  N.  C.  181,  holding  pollution  of  stream  by  acidulated  water 
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from  operation  of  coal  mine,  damnum  absque  injuria  as  to  lower  owner  although 
he  had  purchased  because  of  the  purity  of  the  water. 

27  AM.  REP.  718,  CENTRAIj  R.  CO.  v.  GREEN,  86  PA.  427. 

Construction  of  penal  statutes. 

Cited  in  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Spencer,  72  Miss.  491,  17  So.  168, 
holding  penal  statutes  strictly  construed. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  49  A.  R.  655,  on  number  of  recoveries  against  rail- 
road for  statutory  penalty. 

Cited  in  note  in  16  E.  R.  C.  650,  on  right  to  recover  penalty  imposed  upon 
prohibited  act. 
Right  of  several  parties  aggrieved  by  same  offense  to  recover  penalty. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Rentschler,  26  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  39,  11  Pa.  Dist.  R.  203,  holding 
statute  which  visits  single  act  with  double  punishment  unconstitutional;  Bergner 
&  E.  Brewing  Co.  v.  Koenig,  30  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  618,  holding  validity  of  penal 
statute  for  violation  of  trademarks  not  affected  by  fact  that  there  may  be  sev- 
eral parties  aggrieved;  Com.  v.  Rockafeliow,  2  Lack.  Legal  News,  335,  holding 
conviction  of  one  receiving  deposit  during  insolvency  bar  to  other  prosecutions 
for  similar  acts  during  same  period;  Porter  v.  Dawson  Bridge  Co.  157  Pa.  367, 
27  Atl.  730,  33  W.  N.  C.  267,  24  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  205,  holding  one  act  of  col- 
lection of  illegal  tolls  offense  punishable  by  statutory  penalty,  and  whether  act 
of  collection  includes  one  or  many  tolls  there  is  but  one  offense. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  31  A.  R.  543,  on  right  to  impose  aggregated  penal- 
ties for  repeated  offenses. 

Right  of  carrier  to  discriminate  against  colored  passengers. 

Cited  in  notes  in  41  A.  D.  483,  on  right  of  carriers  to  discriminate  agafnst 
passengers  on  ground  of  color;  45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  245,  on  constitutionality  of  stat- 
utes requiring  separate  accommodations  for  white  and  colored  passengers;  18 
L.R.A.  641,  on  statutory  regulations  as  to  rights  of  colored  passengers. 

2  7  AM.  REP.   723,  MATHIAS  v.  SELLERS,  86  PA.  486. 
Lien  for  services. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Dempsey,  95  Pa.  243,  holding  that  owner  of  machinery  left 
for  repairs  cannot  maintain  replevin  unless  he  first  pay  or  tenders  amount  due 
for  repairs;  Yearsley  v.  Gray,  140  Pa.  238,  21  Atl.  318,  holding  agister  not 
bound  to  restore  horse  which  he  has  taken  to  pasture  until  compensation  paid 
or  tendered. 

Cited  in  note  in  37  A.  D.  523,  on  possession  as  essential  to  claim  of  lien  for 
services. 
—  Agreement  as  to  amount. 

Cited  in  Hensel  v.  Noble,  95  Pa.  345,  40  A.  R.  659,  1  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  208, 
holding  common  law  lien  of  tradesman  or  artisan  good  whether  there  be  agree- 
ment for  stipulated  price,  or  only  implied  contract  to  pay  reasonable  compensa- 
tion. 

Kffect  of  giving  property  bond  in  replevin. 

Cited  in  Swope  v.  Crawford,  17  Lane.  L.  Rev.  196,  16  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  474,  18 
l.aiic.  L.  Rev.  177..  holding  giving  of  property  bond  changes  title  and  turns  plain- 
till  *s  light  into  chose  in  action. 
i:nV('t  of  plea  of  property  in  replevin. 

Cited  in  Ipham  v.  Allen,  73  Mo.  App.  224;  Wyeth  Hardware  Co.  v.  Carthagij 
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Hardware  Co.  75  Mo.  App.  518, — holding  plaintiflF  in  replevin  for  possession  of 
specific  personal  property  required  to  prove,  when  issue  raises  question  of  title, 
that  he  had  general  or  special  property  in  goods  taken  and  right  to  immediate 
and  exclusive  possession;  Ryle  v.  Knowles  Loom  Works,  31  C.  C.  A.  340,  59 
U.  S.  App.  653,  87  Fed.  976;  Osier  v.  Bennett,  33  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  193;  Strong,  D. 
A  Co.  v.  Dinniny,  175  Pa.  586,  34  Atl.  919, — holding  that  plea  of  property  im- 
poses upon  plaintiff  in  replevin  necessity  of  establishing  his  title  and  right  of 
exclusive  possession;  Hartshorne  v.  Seeds,  1  Chester  Co.  Rep.  460,  holding  plea 
of  property  in  replevin  not  inconsistent  with  special  plea  of  right  of  lien  and 
two  may  be  joined;  Evans  v.  Lyons,  9  Luzerne  Leg.  Reg.  265,  holding  that  plea 
of  non  cepit  in  replevin  joined  with  that  of  property  does  not  admit  plaintiff's 
property;  Crawford  v.  Fulmer,  10  North.  Co.  Rep.  25,  31  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  221,  14 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  487,  holding  that  trial  of  title  includes  case  of  right  of  possession 
to  goods  distrained. 

27   AM.  REP.    726,  DARLINGTON'S  APPEAL,   86   PA.   512. 
Object  of  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  Fox  v.  Cincinnati,  33  Or.   492,  holding  that  statute  of  frauds  was 
not  made  to  cover  fraud. 
Discretion  of  court  as  to  amendment  of  bill. 

Cited  in  Church  v.  Holcomb,  45  Mich.  29,  7  N.  W.  725,  holding  amendments 
to  bill  in  equity  discretionary  with  court. 

Validity  of  contracts   or  gifts   between  persons   sustaining  confidential 
relations. 

Cited  in  Kester  v.  Bahr,  10  Luzerne  Leg.  Reg.  1,  holding  inequality  of  con- 
tract regarded  as  evidence  of  fraud  where  one  party  feeble  minded;  Neal  v. 
Black,  177  Pa.  83,  34  L.R.A.  707,  35  Atl.  561,  26  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  45,  holding 
proof  of  righteousness  of  voluntary  donation  sufficient  if  it  shows  donor  knew 
and  imderstood  what  he  was  doing. 

Cited  in  notes  in  9  A.  S.  R.  323,  on  deed  from  wife  to  husband;  16  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    1096,  on  independent  advice  as  a  condition  of  a  valid  gift  inter  vivos 
between  parties  occupying  confidential  relations. 
Burden  of  proof  as  to  fairness  of  transactions. 

Cited  in  Stenger  Benev.  Asso.  v.  Stenger,  54  Neb.  434,  74  N.  W.  846,  holding 
burden  on  husband  or  one  claiming  under  him  to  establish  that  no  ujifair  ad- 
vantage or  undue  influence  was  exercised  by  him  on  wife  in  obtaining  execution 
of  contract;  Livingston  v.  Hall,  73  Md.  386,  21  Atl.  49;  Hovorka  v.  Havlik,  68 
Xeb.  14,  110  A.  S.  R.  387,  93  N.  W.  990,— holding  burden  upon  husband  to  show 
that  gratuitous  transfer  from  wife  was  made  freely  and  fairly;  Hall  v.  Otter- 
son,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  522,  28  Atl.  907,  holding  burden  on  husband  to  show  that  wife 
thoroughly  understood  effect  of  trust  deed  executed  by  her  to  him;  Reinard'a 
Estate,  32  Pa.  Super,  a.  608;  Nichols  v.  Nichols,  149  Pa.  172,  24  Atl.  194,  22 
Pittsb.  I-..  J.  N.  S.  469, — holding  very  slight  evidence  sufficient  to  cast  upon 
those  claiming  under  husband,  dealing  with  estate  of  wife,  burden  of  showing; 
that  he  derived  no  advantage  therefrom;  Shea's  Appeal,  121  Pa.  302,  1  L.RJL 
422,  15  Atl.  629,  45  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  465,  holding  burden  on  person  setting  up 
ante-nuptial  contract  as  defense  to  widow's  claim  of  dower  to  show  no  advan- 
tage was  taken  of  confidential  relation  and  wife's  knowledge  of  its  provisions; 
Chenvront  v.  Chenvront,  54  W.  Va.  171,  46  S.  E.  233,  holding  burden  of  prool 
on  husband  in  suit  by  wife  to  set  aside  deed  between  them  on  ground  of  fraud 
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to  show  fairness  of  transaction  and  wife's  understanding  of  it;  Swigcr  v.  Swiger, 
58  \V.  Va.  119,  52  S.  E.  23,  holding  burden  of  proof  on  husband  to  show  that 
his  dealings  with  wife  were  fair,  just  and  equitable. 

Cited  m  reference  notes  in  29  A.  R.  197,  on  presumption  of  fraud  on  creditors^ 
in  conveyance  from  wife  to  husband;  2  A.  S.  R.  361,  on  effect  of  undue  influence 
in  conveyances  between  husband  and  wife. 

Cited  in  notes  in  11  A.  S.  R.  758,  759,  on  presumptions  and  proof  as  to  fraud 
between  persons  in  fiduciary  relations;  6  E.  R.  C.  877,  on  degree  of  proof  neces- 
sary on  part  of  one  who  occupies  position  of  trust  or  sustains  position  of  legal 
or  natural  authority  over  another,  to  establish  validity  of  gift  or  benefit  from 
latter  to  former  or  any  financial  settlement  between  them. 

—  Between  corporation  and  director. 

Cited  in  Sebring  v.  Joanna  Heights  Asso.  2  Pa.  Dist.  R.  629,  holding  that 
diieetor  of  corporation  occupies  such  fiduciary  relation  towards  corporation  as 
to  prevent  him  acquiring  title  to  its  property  at  judicial  sale. 

—  Between  attorney  and  client. 

Cited  in  O'Donnell  v.  Breck,  7  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  24,  holding  burden  of  estab- 
lishing perfect  fairness  of  all  transactions  between  attorney  and  client  on  for- 
mer; Merriman  v.  Munson,  134  Pa.  114,  19  Atl.  479,  on  burden  of  establishing 
fairness  of  transaction  between  attorney  and  client. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  31  A.  R.  23,  as  to  what  agreements  between  attor- 
ney and  client  as  to  former's  compensation  will  be  sustained. 

—  Between  pastor  and  members  of  congregation. 

Distinguished  in  Longenecker  v.  Zion  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church,  200  Pa. 
567,  50  Atl.  244,  19  Lane.  L.  Rev.  1,  holding  gift  of  bonds  by  elderly  lady  in 
sound  senses  to  church  for  valuable  consideration  valid  where  pastor  and  officers 
free  from  fraud  or  undue  influence. 

—  Between  uncle  and  nephew. 

Cited  in  Darlington's  Estate,  147  Pa.  624,  30  A.  S.  R.  776,  23  Atl.  1046,  30 
W.  N.  C.  15,  holding  burden  of  proof  on  nephew  to  show  that  aged  uncle  living 
with  him  knew  effect  resulting  from  signing  of  not^  obligating  nearly  all  his 
estate. 

—  Between  parent  and  child. 

Cited  in  Huffman  v.  lams,  8  Sadler  (Pa.)  152,  11  Atl.  444,  holding  burden  on 
son  to  prove  consideration  for  notes  given  by  father;  Milliken's  Appeal,  4  Walk. 
(Pa.)  95,  holding  burden  of  proof  upon  one  standing  in  loco  parentis  to  another 
to  show  that  deed  of  trust  from  latter  was  valid;  Miskey*s  Appeal,  107  Pa. 
611,  3  Pennyp.  408,  40  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  414,  holding  burden  on  son  to  show  that 
he  has  taken  no  advantage  of  his  influence  and  knowledge  to  obtain  voluntary 
deed  from  father;  Stewart^s  Estate,  137  Pa.  175,  20  Atl.  554,  26  W.  N.  C.  553, 
holding  satisfactory  evidence  of  clear  intention  of  donor  to  confer  gift  necessary 
where  relation  of  father  and  son  exists  and  father  of  great  age  and  infirm. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  29  A.  R.  547,  on  presumption  of  fraud  in  transfer 
by  father  of  all  his  property  to  son;  30  A.  R.  577,  on  validity  of  conveyance 
by  minor  to  a  person  in  loco  parentis  on  day  of  majority. 

Distinguished  in  Hoffman's  Estate,  32  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  650,  24  Lane.  L.  Rev. 
193,  holding  gift  of  note  by  aged  decedent  to  son  more  than  two  years  before 
death  valid,  in  absence  of  exercise  of  any  control  or  imdue  influence;  Coleman's 
Estate,  193  Pa.  605,  44  Atl.  1086,  holding  business  dealings  between  parent  and 
child  not  per  se  fraudulent;   Kleckner  v.  Kleckner,  212  Pa.  515,  61  Atl.  1019, 
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liolding  conveyance  by  mother  to  son  of  all  her  property  for  her  support  and 
maintenance  for  life  valid  in  absence  of  undue  influence. 

—  Between  husband  and  wife. 

Cited  in  Huflman  v.  Huffman,  35  Ind.  App.  643,  73  N.  £.  1096,  holding  con- 
fidential relationship  of  husband  and  wife  sufficient  on  which  to  establish  con- 
structive trust  by  court  of  equity;  Leach  v.  Mattix,  149  Ind.  152,  48  N.  E.  791. 
holding  that  married  woman  may  convey,  by  trustee,  her  separate  real  estate 
to  husband  for  consideration  or  as  gift,  subject  to  be  avoided  for  fraud  or  undue 
influence;  Berkowitz  v.  Brown,  3  Misc.  1,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  792,  holding  deed  of 
married  woman  made  directly  to  husband  presumptively  void  in  equity;  Nor- 
fleet  V.  Hawkins,  93  N.  C.  392,  holding  that  doctrine  of  presumption  of  fraud 
arising  from  fiduciary  relations  applies  to  contracts  between  husband  and  wife; 
Hege's  Estate,  12  Lane.  L.  Rev.  105,  holding  husband  bound  to  deal  with  wife- 
in  strictest  confidence;  Kessler's  Estate,  7  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  598,  47  Phila.  Leg.  Int. 
36,  holding  widow  entitled  to  have  ante  nuptial  settlement  procured  by  fraud 
and  misrepresentation  on  part  of  intended  husband  set  aside;  Re  Warner,  33 
Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  427,  holding  contract  depriving  wife  of  interest  in  husband's 
estate  without  adequate  compensation,  signed  in  reliance  on  husband's  repre- 
sentations, void;  Church  of  Jesus  Christ  L.  D.  S.  v.  Watson,  25  Utah,  45,  69 
Pac.  531,  holding  that  advantageous  dealings  by  spiritual  adviser  with  one  who 
is  without  independent  advice  and  about  to  die,  and  whose  mind  is  impaired 
by  physical  weakness  will  be  set  aside;  Hinkle  ¥.  Hinkle,  34  W.  Va.  142,  11 
S.  E.  993,  holding  contract  releasing  right  in  husband's  estate  made  by  illiterate 
woman,  without  explanation  and  containing  no  provision  for  her,  not  bar  to 
dower. 

Distinguished  in  Richart  v.  Wisner,  12  Luzerne  Leg.  Reg.  227,  holding  that 
mere  persuasion  by  husband  will  not  avoid  deed  of  wife  to  third  person  if  her 
will  be  not  coerced;  Moyer  v.  Dobson,  9  Del.  Co.  Rep.  377,  holding  declarations 
of  husband  to  wife  inducing  giving  of  mortgage  by  wife  to  secure  debt  of  hus- 
band inadmissible  in  suit  upon  mortgage  when  not  made  in  presence  of  mort- 
gagee; Kerr's  Appeal,  10^  Va.  282,  14  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  239,  42  Phila.  Leg. 
Int.  6,  holding  that  married  woman  may  assist  husband  by  giving  him  her 
separate  estate  and  no  burden  on  husband  to  prove  bona  fides. 

—  Between  physician  and  patient. 

Cited  in  note  in  33  A.  R.  739,  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  undue  influence  in 
gift  from  patient  to  physician. 

27  AM.  REP.   7SS,  POOLEY  ▼.  WHITMORE,   10  HEISK.   620. 
Implied   authority   of   member  of   noutrading   partnership. 

Cited  in  Childers  v.  Neely,  47  W.  Va.  70,  81  A.  S..R.  777,  49  L.R.A.  468,  34 
S.  E.  828,  holding  that  nontrading  partnership  does  not  confer  same  authority 
by  implication  on  its  members  to  bind  firm  as  commercial  partnership. 

—  To  execute  negotiable  Instrument. 

Cited  in  Pease  v.  Cole,  53  Conn.  53,  55  A.  R.  53,  22  Atl.  681;  I^e  v.  First 
Xat.  Bank,  45  Kan.  8,  11  L.R.A.  238,  25  Pac.  196,— holding  partner  in  non- 
trading  firm  without  implied  power  to  bind  it  by  execution  of  commercial 
paper  in  firm  name;  Harris  v.  Baltimore,  73  Md.  22,  25  A.  S.  R.  565,  8  L.RJ^. 
G77,  20  Atl.  Ill;  National  State  Capital  Bank  v.  Noyes,  62  N.  H.  35,— holding^ 
that  partner  in  noncommercial  partnorsliip  cannot  bind  firm  by  promissory 
note,  in  absence  of  authority,  usaj^c   or  necessity;   Third  Nat.  Bank  v.  Snyder^ 
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10  Mo.  App.  211,  holding  that  partner  in  firm  of  colTee  brokers  cannot  bind  it 
^3  matter  of  law  by  issuing  negotiable  paper;  McManus  v.  Smith,  37  Or.  222, 
61  Pac.  844,  holding  that  member  of  nontrading  partnership  has  no  implied 
authority  to  give  note  in  firm  name  in  transaction  outside  of  apparent  and 
■actual  scope  of  business;  Snively  v.  Matheson,  12  Wash.  88,  50  A.  S.  R.  877, 
40  Pac.  628,  holding  that  partner  in  contracting  and  buildin^j  busines'j  cannot 
bind  firm  by  note  and  mortgage,  in  absence  of  authority,  usage  or   lecessity. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  35  A.  R.  89,  on  power  of  partner  to  bind  noncom- 
mercial partnership  by  negotiable  instrument;  18  A.  S.  R.  34,  on  liability  of  firm 
on  note  signed  in  firm  name  by  partner  for  his  own  benefit. 

Cited  in  notes  in  13  A.  D.  117,  on  partner's  power  to  bind  firm  on  note  nego- 
tiated for  its  benefit;  31  A.  S.  R.  756,  757,  on  execution  or  indorsement  of  ac- 
•commodation  paper  by  partner;  48  A.  S.  R.  441,  442,  as  to  when  nontrading 
partnership  is  bound  by  loan  effected  by  one  member. 

27  AM.  REP.  737,  BOGART  v.  McCLUNG,  11  HEISK,   105, 
Revival  of  liability  of  discharged  indorser. 

Cited  in  Rosson  v.  Carroll,  90  Tenn.  90,  12  L.R.A.  727,  16  S.  W.  66,  holdini; 
that  discharged  indorsee  may  revive  his  liability  by  promise  to  pay  or  acknowl- 
edgment of  liability;  People's  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dibrell,  91  Tenn.  301,  18  S.  W.  626, 
holding  that  indorser 's  waiver  of  notice  oi  demand  and  nonpayment  may  be 
proved  under  averment  that  notice  was  given. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  56  A.  R.  255,  on  indorser's  promise  to  pay,  made 
after  maker's  default,  as  waiver  of  proof  of  presentment  and  notice;  57  A.  S.  R. 
488,  as  to  what  constitutes  waiver  of  notice  of  presentment  and  dishonor. 

Cited  in  note  in  29  L.R.A.  311,  on  sufficiency  of  promise  by  indorser  after 
failure  to  give  notice  of  dishonor. 
Bill  and  answer  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Pearce  v.  Suggs,  85  Tenn.  724,  4  S.  W.  526,  holding  sworn  answers 
evidence  but  bill  not  required  to  be  sworn  is  not, 

27  AM.  REP.   742,  BARRY  v.  JONES,    11   HEISK.   206. 
Duty  of  surviving  partner  to  preserve  partnership  estate. 

Cited  in  Porter  v.  Long,  124  Mich.  584,  83  N.  W.  601,  holding  son,  as  surviv- 
ing partner  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  managing  firm  business  after 
father's  death;  Scudder  v.  Ames,  89  Mo.  496,  14  S.  W.  525,  holding  surviving 
partner  bound  to  discharge  his  duties  in  preserving  partnership  estate  without 
compensation. 

Cited  in  notes  in  4  A.  S.  R.  307;  15  A.  S.  R.  893;  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  400;  65 
A.  I).  302,— on  compensation  to  surviving  partner;  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  386,  on 
right  of  partner  to  compensation  for  services  rendered  to  partnership;  21  L. 
ed.  U.  S.  642,  on  rights  and  powers  of  surviving  partner. 

Distinguished  in  Condon  v.  Callahan,  115  Tenn.  285,  112  A.  S.  R.  833  note, 
1  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  643,  89  S.  W.  400,  5  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  659,  holding  surviving 
partner  entitled  to  compensation  for  completing  railroad  construction  contract. 
Riglit  of  receiver'  to  reimburse  himself  out  of  assets. 

Cited  in  Bassick  Min.  Co.  v.  Schoolfield,  15  Colo.  376,  24  Pac.  1049,  holding 
that  receiver  may  pay  himself  amount  allowed  by  court  out  of  assets  in  his 
hands.  * 
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Cited  in  reference  note  in  108  A.  S.  R.  521,  on  right  of  surviving  partner  ap- 
pointed receiver  to  compensation  as  such. 

Cited  in  notes  in  112  A.  S.  R.  845,  on  right  of  surviving  partner  of  commercial 
firm,  to  compensation  for  acting  as  receiver;  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  408,  on  right  of 
surviving  partner  acting  as  receiver  to  compensation  for  services  in  winding 
up  firm  business. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  744,  GILIj  v.  MORRIS,  11  HEISK.  614. 
Effect  of  prlncipars  discharge  on  surety. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Parker,  72  Ala.  181,  holding  discharge  of  sureties  by  judg- 
ment on  first  bond  discharges  principal  and  sureties  on  additional  bond;  T^mh 
V.  Wahlenmaier,  144  Cal.  91,  103  A.  S.  R.  66,  77  Pac.  765;  Baker  v.  Merriam,  97 
Ind.  539, — holding  extinction  of  liability  of  principal  extinguishes  that  of  sure- 
ty; Renkert  v.  Elliott,  11  Lea,  235,  holding  that  judgment  in  suit  for  wrong- 
ful suing  out  attachment  in  favor  of  defendant  inures  to  benefit  of  surety. 

Cited  in  note  in  43  LJI.A.  165,  180,  on  effect  of  judgment  in  action  against 
part  of  obligors  consisting  of  principal  and  surety  to  limit  liability  of  other 
obligors. 
When  former  adjudication  bars  subsequent  action. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Fleming,  160  Ind.  597,  66  L.R.A.  119,  67  N.  E.  443,  hold- 
ing that  judgment  against  codefendant  contractor  for  personal  injuries  sus- 
tained from  excavation  in  sidewalk  may  be  pleaded  by  city  in  action  against 
it;  Provident  Sav.  Life  Assur.  Soc.  v.  Duncan,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  App.  562,  holding 
that  former  judgment  to  constitute  bar  must  have  been  rendered  in  suit  where 
point  now  raised  was  directly  in  issue;  State  ex  rel.  Turner  v.  Circuit  Ct.  71 
Wis.  595,  38  N.  W.  192  (dissenting  opinion),  on  finality  of  judgment  of  su- 
preme court. 

27  AM.  REP.   747,  HAYNES  ▼.  CARTER,   12  HEISK.   7. 

Necessity  of  retiring  vendor  giving  actual  notice  to  dealers. 

Cited  in  Preston  v.  Foellinger,  24  Fed.  680,  holding  one  not  liable  for  good» 
sold  to  son,  having  same  name,  who  succeeded  him  in  business,  where  due  and 
ample  notice  was  given  at  place  where  business  is  conducted. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  36  A.  R.  390,  on  effect  of  failure  of  previous  deal- 
ers with  partnership  to  receive  notice  of  dissolution. 

Cited  in  notes  in  26  A.  D.  290,  on  notice  of  dissolution  of  partnership;  2$ 
A.  D.  293,  on  necessity  of  actual  notice  of  dissolution  of  partnership  to  cus- 
tomers; 40  A.  S.  R.  573,  on  notice  to  terminate  liability  after  dissolution  of  firm. 

2  7  AM.  REP.   750,  MEMPHIS  v.  WOODWARD,  12  HEISK,  499. 
Right  of  de  Jure  officer  to  sue  for  salary  paid  de  facto  officer. 

Cited  in  Fylpaa  v.  Brown  County,  6  S.  D.  634,  62  N.  W.  962,  holding  pay- 
ment by  county  to  de  facto  officer  after  title  to  office  judicially  determined  no 
defense  to  action  for  salary  by  de  jure  officer;  State  ex  rel.  Worrell  v.  Carr, 
129  Ind.  44,  28  A.  S.  R.  163,  13  L.R.A.  177,  28  N.  E.  88,  holding  payment  of 
salary  to  de  facto  state  officer  with  full  knowledge  of  invalidity  of  his  title, 
no  defense  to  action  for  same  by  de  jure  officer;  Currey  v.  Wright,  9  Lea, 
247,  on  right  of  de  jure  officer  to  sue  for  salary  already  paid  to  de  facto  officer; 
Rasmussen  v.  Carbon  County,  8  Wyo.  277,  45  L.R.A.  295,  56  Pac.  1098,  hold- 
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ing  payment  by  county  to  de  facto  oflBcer  no  defense  to  action  brought  by  de 
jure  officer  for  salary. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  10  A.  S.  R.  285,  on  right  of  officer  de  jure  to 
salary  when  officer  de  facto  held  possession  of  office. 

Cited  in  note  in  19  L.R.A.  689,  on  right  of  officer  de  jure  to  salary  for  period 
a  de  facto  officer  has  acted  and  received  pay. 

Distinguished  in  Stearns  v.  Sims,  24  Okla.  623,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  475,  104 
Pac.  44,  holding  that  de  jure  chief  of  police  cannot  recover  salary  paid  to 
de  facto  officer  during  former's  wrongful  suspension;  Brown  v.  Tama  County, 
122  Iowa,  745,  101  A.  S.  R.  296,  98  N.  W.  562,  holding  that  de  jure  officer 
cannot  recover  from  county  salary  paid  de  facto  officer  pending  contest  of 
office. 

Disapproved   in   Coughlin   v.   McElroy,    74   Conn.   397,   92   A.   S.   R.   224,   50 
Atl.   1025,   holding  that   payment  of   salary  by   city  to   de  facto   officer   before 
judgment   of   ouster    protects   city   from    action    to    recover    same    by   de    jure 
officer. 
—  Necessity  for  establishment  of  title. 

Cited  in  Ransom  v.  Boston,  192  Mass.  299,  78  N.  E.  481,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas. 
733,  on  duty  of  officer  de  jure  to  establish  his  right  by  mandamus  before  he 
can  recover  salary  which  has  been  paid  officer  de  facto;  Selby  v.  Portland, 
14  Or.  243,  58  A.  R.  307,  12  Pac.  377,  holding  that  de  jure  officer  cannot 
recover  salary  while  out  of  possession  of  office  until  he  obtains  determii\ation 
of  competent  tribunal  in  favor  of  his  title  in  direct  proceeding  instituted  for 
that  purpose. 
Nature  of  officer's  right  to  salary. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Chapman  v.  Walbridge,  153  Mo.  194,  64  S.  W.  447,. 
holding  right  of  public  officer  to  salary  of  his  office,  right  created  by  law,  and 
incident  to  office  and  not  dependent  upon  fact  or  value  of  services  rendered; 
Beard  v.  Decatur,  64  Tex.  7,  53  A.  R.  735,  holding  salary  or  emoluments 
of  public  office  incident  to  title  to  office  and  not  to  its  occupation  or  exercise; 
Brown  v.  Galveston  Wharf  Co.  92  Tex.  520,  50  S.  W.  126,  holding  salary  of 
president  of  private  corporation  incident  to  office  not  dependent  on  contract 
nor  subject  to  deduction  for  failure  to  perform  duties  of  office. 
What  is  an  **oince.'* 

Cited  in  Malone  v.  Williams,  118  Tenn.  390,  121  A.  S.  R.  1002,  103  S.  W.  798, 
holding  office   incorporeal  right  and  consists   in   right  to   execute  public   trust 
and   take   emoluments   belonging  to   it. 
Abolishment  of  offices. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  63  A.  S.  R.  728,  on  abolishment  of  offices, 

2  7  AM.  REP.   755,  NIBIjETT  v.  NASHVILIiE,   12   HEISK.   684. 
liiabllity  of  municipal  corporation  for  injuries  from  defective  streets. 

Cited  in  Knoxville  v.  Bell,  12  Lea,  157;  Knoxville  v.  Hixon,  3  Shannon, 
Cas.  134, — holding  municipal  corporation  liable  for  damages  for  failure  to 
keep  streets  and  sidewalks  in   proper  repair. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  38  A.  R.  192,  on  platform  in  alley  at  rear  of 
store  as  nuisance;  47  A.  S.  R.  629,  on  obstruction  of  alley  as  nuisance;  2  A. 
S.  R.  212,  on  duty  of  municipal  corporation  to  maintain  guards  and  lights- 
about  excavations  while  repairing  streets  and  sidewalks. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


27  AM.  REP.]  KOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  105G 

Cited  in  notes  in  15  A.  S.  R.  848,  on  liability  of  municipal  corporation  fot- 
maintaining  a  nuisance;  103  A.  S.  R.  271,  on  necessity  that  care  of  street 
extend  to  all  portions. 

Distinguished  in  Oliver  v.  Nashville,  106  Tenn.  273,  61  S.  W.  89,  holdin<? 
municipal  corporation  not  liable  for  injury  occurring  on  defective  street  b\ 
reason  of  injured  party's  fault;  Chattanooga  v.  Reid,  103  Tenn.  616,  53  S.  W. 
937,  holding  municipal  corporation  not  bound  to  build  sewers  to  remove  private 
nuisance  and  not  liable  for  failure  to  prosecute  person  creating  it. 

—  Defects  near  highway. 

Cited  in  Delphi  v.  Lowery,  74  Ind.  520,  39  A.  R.  98,  holding  duty  of  citv 
not  fully  discharged  by  makirg  traveled  part  of  street  safe;  Indianapolis  v. 
Emmelman,  108  Ind.  530,  58  A.  R.  65,  9  N.  E.  155,  holding  city  liable  for 
injury  to  child  occasioned  by  its  fall  into  unguarded  excavation  in  stream  at 
street  crossing;  Earl  v.  Cedar  Rapids,  126  Iowa,  361,  106  A.  S.  R.  361,  ]02 
N.  W.  140,  holding  city  liable  for  injury  occasioned  by  negligent  maintenance 
of  cellar  way  extending  into  traveled  street;  Biggs  v.  Huntington,  32  W.  Va. 
55,  9  S.  E.  51,  holding  duty  of  city  not  met  by  simply  keeping  bed  of  highway 
or   surface  of  sidewalk  in   proper  condition. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  28  A.  R.  84,  on  city's  liability  for  injuries  re- 
ceived by  reason  of  defective  margin  of  street;  37  A.  R.  814,  on  obstructions 
out  of  traveled  part  of  street. 

Cited  in  note  in  26  L.R.A.  691,  on  liability  of  municipality  for  excavations 
immediately    adjoining  highway. 

Distinguished  in  Williams  v.  Nashville,  106  Tenn.  633,  63  S.  W.  231,  hold- 
ing city  not  liable  for  injury  sustained  by  trespasser  falling  into  excavation 
in  rock  quarry  within  its  limits  but  situated  away  from  streets. 

—  Lack  of  railing. 

Cited  in  Knowlton  v.  Pittsfield,  62  N.  H.  535,  holding  want  of  railing  which 
town  can  legally  maintain  defect,  when  it  renders  highway  unsuitable  for  travel. 
Dntt  of  owner  to  keep  land  in  safe  condition. 

Cited  in  Clapp  v.  La  Grill,  103  Tenn.  164,  62  S.  W.  134,  holding  owner  of 
land  adjacent  to  highway  owes  no  duty  to  trespassers  to  keep  it  in  safe 
condition. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  28  A.  R.  664,  on  county's  liability  for  maintain- 
ing pesthouse  in  dwelling  houses. 

27  AM.  REP.  750,  HOIiLIS  ▼.  STALEY,  3  BAXT.  167. 
Effect  of  assumption  of  debts  of  partnership. 

Cited  in  notes  in  46  A.  D.  73,  on  retiring  partner's  lien  on  firm  assets  where 
remaining  partners  assume  debts;  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  102,  on  assumption  of  debts 
on  dissolution  of  partnership  as  affecting  resort  to  partnership  property. 

27  AM.  REP.  760,  HICKS  v.  RANDOLPH,  8  BAXT.  352. 
Liability  of  surety  when  principal  not  bound. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  S.  R.  463,  on  coverture  of  principal  debtor 
as  discharge  of  surety. 

Cited  in  notes  in  73  A.  D.  297,  on  cases  in  which  surety  may  be  bound  although 
principal  is  not;  73  A.  D.  298,  on  liability  of  surety,  though  principal  is  not 
liable  because  of  coverture. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


1057  NOTES  ON  AMERICA!:  REPORTS.  [755-7G9 

Validity  of  note  of  married  woman. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  320,  on  validity  of  note  of  married 
woman. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  761,  MURPHY  v.  SOUTHERN  L.  INS.  CO.  3  BAXT.  440. 
Autliority  of  agent. 

Cited  in  Fishbaugh  v.  Spunaugle,  118  Iowa,  337,  92  N.  W.  58,  holding  evi- 
dence as  to  agent's  general  authority  sufficient  to  support  verdict  which   in- 
cludes power  to  release  landlord's  lien. 
—  Ostensible  general  power  of  loeal  insurance  agent. 

Cited  in  Farnum  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  83  Cal.  246,  17  A.  S.  R.  233,  23  Pac. 
809,  holding  general  or  particular  powers  of  agent  not  determined  by  calling 
him  local  agent;  Knarston  v.  Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  124  Cal.  74,  56  Pac. 
773,  liolding  waiver  of  conditions  by  general  agent  within  apparent  scope  of 
Ijis  authority  in  absence  of  notice  to  contrary  to  insured;  American  Cent. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  McCrea,  8  Lea,  513,  holding  stipulation  against  running  distillery 
nt  night  waived  where  agent  delivers  policy  upon  full  knowledge  that  distillery 
was  running  at  night;  Duluth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Knoxville  F.  Ins.  Co.  85  Tenn. 
70,  4  A.  S.  R.  744,  1  S.  W.  689,  holding  special  insurance  agent  of  insurer  in 
matter  of  delivery  of  policy  and  receipt  of  premium;  ^tna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Fallow,  110  Tenn.  720,  77  S.  W.  937,  holding  that  general  agent  of  insurance 
company  may  waive  conditions  in  policy  when  acting  within  apparent  scope 
of  his  employment;  Sugg  v.  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  116  Tenn.  658,  94 
S.  W.  936.  holding  insurer  estopped  to  insist  on  forfeiture  obviated  by  state- 
ments of  duly  authorized  agent. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  1  A.  S.  R.  45,  on  what  agents  have  authority  to 
waive  conditions  in   policy;   4  A.  S.  R.  751,  on  authority  of  insurance  agent 
to  receive  and  forward  applications,  deliver  policies,  and  collect  premiums. 
Waiver  of  stipulation  as  to  payment  of  premiums. 

Cited  in  Equitable  Ins.  Co.  v.  McCrea,  8  Lea,  641,  holding  stipulations  aa 
to  payment  of  premiums  waived  by  delivery  of  policy. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  S.  R.  Ill,  on  waiver  by  insurance  company 
of  condition  as  to  payment  of  premium  note. 

Cited  in  note  in  20  L.  ed.  U.  S.  398,  on  effect  of  delivery  of  life  insurance 
policy  before  payment  of  first  premium  contrary  to  its  conditions. 

27  AM.  REP.   769,  FRENCH  v.  IRWIN,  4  BAXT.  401. 
Drawer's  liability  on  certified  check. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  18  A.  S.  R.  317,  on  release  of  drawer  of  check  by 
holder  having  it  certified. 

Cited  in  notes  in  89  A.  D.  443,  444;  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  697,  701;  19  L.  ed.  U. 
S.    1008;    16    L.R.A.   510, — on   effect   of   certification    of   check    on    liability    of 
drawer;   9  L.R.A. (N.S.)   698,  on  certification  of  check  as  release  of  drawer  or 
indorser. 
Certified  check  as  payment. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  46  A.  S.  R.  566,  on  certified  check  as  payment; 
31  A.  S.  R.  411,  on  payment  by  certified  checks. 
Am.  Rep.  Vol.*  XVI.~67. 
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2  7  AM.  REP.  7  71,  HOWELIj  v.  SEVIER,  1  liEA,  S60. 
\l'hat  will  release  surety. 

Cited  in  Sully  v.  Childress,  106  Tenn.  109,  82  A.  S.  R.  875,  60  S.  W.  499^ 
holding    that    agreement    between    creditor    and    debtor    which    will    discharge 
surety  must  be  one  which  presents  legal  obstacle  to  action  upon  original  secur- 
ity. 
—  Extension  of  time  upon  usurious  consideration. 

Cited  in  Michigan  State  Ins.  Co.  v.  Soule,  51  Mich.  312,  16  N.  W.  662,  hold-^ 
ing  release  of  surety  not  effected  by  mere  forbearance  to  collect  debt  or  from 
promise  to  forbear  collection;  McLin  v.  Brakebill,  3  Shannon,  Cas.  82;  Mc- 
Karay  v.  McNabb,  97  Tenn.  236,  36  S.  W.  1091, — holding  release  of  sureties  not 
effected  by  extension  of  time  upon  usurious  consideration. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  31  A.  R.  248,  on  effect  of  oral  agreement  to- 
extend  time  of  a  principal  to  pay  a  note  as  discharge  of  surety;  33  A.  R.  817, 
on  effect  of  void  usurious  agreement  for  extension  of  time  on  liability  of  a 
surety  who  signs  as  maker. 

Cited  in  note  in  63  L.R.A.  319,  320,  on  effect  of  payment  of  usury  in  con- 
sideration of  extension  of  time  to  principal  on  surety's  liability. 

Distinguished    in    Stone's    River    Nat.    Bank    v.    Walter,    104    Tenn.    11,    65 
S.  W.  301,  holding  surety  on  note  released  by  extension  of  time  beyond  ma- 
turity upon  payment,  in  advance  of  interest  for  period  of  extension. 
Sufficiency  of  consideration. 

Cited  in  Fanning  v.  Murphy,  126  Wis.  638,  110  A.  S.  R.  946,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.> 
666,  105  N.  W.  1056,  5  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  435,  holding  debtor's  promise  to  pay 
interest   on    existing   contract    and    according    to    its    terms    during    period    of 
delay  in  enforcement  thereof  promise  to  do  what  he  is  bound  to  do. 
•—  Usurious  interest  as. 

Cited  in  Vary  v.  Norton,  6  Fed.  808,  holding  usurious  interest  paid  valuable- 
consideration  and  upholds  agreement  to  forbear. 

Distinguished  in  Lemmon  v.  Whitman,  75  Ind.  318,  39  A.  R.  150,  holding- 
that  payment  of  usurious  interest  for  time  already  elapsed  constitutes  good- 
consideration   for   agreement   to  extend   time   of   payment. 

27  AM.  REP.  774,  GOSLING  v.  CALDWEIili,   1  LEA,  454. 
Right  of  insured  to  change  beneflciary  of  life  insurance  policy. 

Cited  in  Weisert  v.  Muehl,  81  Ky.  336,  holding  that  one  insured  for  benefit 
of  his  heirs  cannot,  by  devising  fund  to  his  widow,  prevent  heirs  from  recover- 
ing it;  Tennessee  Lodge  No.  20  K.  H.  v.  Ladd.  5  Lea,  716,  holding  that  direc- 
tion as  to  payment  of  benefit  fund  by  member,  by  benefit  certificate,  may  b» 
changed,  unless  there  has  been  valid  executed  transfer  of  certificate;  Scobey 
V.  Waters,  10  Lea,  551,  holding  that  husband  cannot  assign  life  insurance- 
policy  in  terms  made  payable  to  wife  and  children;  Ewing  v.  Coffman,  12  Lea. 
79,  holding  that  equitable  value  of  policy  on  husband's  life  in  favor  of  wife 
belongs  to  her;  Cannon  v.  Apperson,  14  Lea,  553,  holding  widow  entitled  ta 
proceeds  of  policy  of  insurance  on  husband's  life  where  he  gave  it  to  her  by 
will  provided  she  did  not  dissent  thereto;  Handworker  v.  Diermeyer,  96  Tenn. 
619,  36  S.  W.  869,  holding  wife  who  is  beneficiary  under  policy  on  husband's 
life  not  vested  with  interest  which  is  separate  estate  on  issuance  of  policies; 
D'Arcy  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  108  Tenn.  567,  69  S.  W.  768,  holding  husband's 
policy  payable  to  widow  if  she  survives,  otherwise  to  children,  not  subject  to- 
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be  defeated  by  transfer  of  policy  by  insured;  Cooper  v.  Wright,  110  Tenn.  214, 
75  S.  W.  1049,  holding  that  husband  may,  by  will,  dispose  of  policy  payable  to 
his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns;  Simms  v.  Randall,  117  Tenn.  643, 
96  S.  W.  971,  holding  rights  of  beneficiary  of  life  insurance  policy  not  divested 
without  her  consent  where  she  is  dependent  sister  of  assured;  Washington  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Berwald,  97  Tex.  Ill,  76  S.  W.  442,  1  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  682,  holding 
that  wife,  named  in  policy  of  insurance  on  husband's  life  as  beneficiary  has  in- 
terest which  prevents  its  termination  by  agreement  between  insured  and  insurer 
without  her  concurrence;  Breitung's  Estate,  78  Wis.  33,  47  N.  W.  17  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  right  of  insured  to  change  beneficiary  of  life  insurance  policy  by 
will. 

Cited  in  notes  in  56  A.  D.  751,  on  assignment  of  insurance  by  persons  other 
than  beneficiaries;  44  A.  S.  R.  406,  407,  on  rights  of  widow  and  children  under 
insurance  policy  payable  to  heirs;  44  A.  S.  R.  409,  on  insurance  payable  to 
iieirs  forming  no  part  of  estate ;  87  A.  S.  R.  600,  on  right  of  beneficiary  to  assign 
life  insurance  policy;  87  A.  S.  R.  503,  on  right  of  assured  to  assign  life  in- 
surance policy  payable  to  his  "heirs;"  6  L.R.A.  97,  on  property,  and  change  of 
beneficiary,  in  policy  on  member's  own  life;  49  L.R.A.  738,  on  power  of  insured 
to  destroy  rights  of  beneficiary  in  regular  life  policy;  49  L.R.A.  740,  on  power 
of  insured  to  destroy  rights  of  beneficiary  in  regular  life  policies  by  assign- 
ments; 26  L.  ed.  U.  S.  268,  on  assignability  of  life  insurance  policy. 

Distinguished  in  Johnson  v.  Van  Epps,  14  111.  App.  201,  holding  that  insured 
may  change  beneficiary  with  consent  of  insurer;  Fidelity  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Asso.  v. 
Winn,  96  Tenn.  224,  33  S.  W.  1045,  holding  admission  of  husband  in  regard  to 
forfeiture  of  policy  on  his  life,  payable  to  wife,  for  nonpayment  of  premiums, 
admissible  against  wife  where  policy  permits  change  of  beneficiary. 
Meaning  of  "heirs." 

Cited  in  Lyons  v.  Yerex,  100  Mich.  214,  43  A.  S.  R.  452,  68  N.  W.  1112,  holding 
widow  entitled  to  share  in  proceeds  of  policy  payable  to  heirs  at  law  of  insured; 
Waller  v.  Martin,  106  Tenn.  341,  82  A.  S.  R.  882,  61  S.  W.  73,  holding  term 
"legal  heirs"  in  will  construed  to  mean  children  and  their  descendants;  Alex- 
ander v.  Wallace,  8  Lea,  569,  holding  that  word  "heirs"  may  mean  heir  at  law 
or  next  of  kin. 

Cited  in  notes  in  44  A.  S.  R.  404,  on  who  are  entitled  to  take  under  policy  as 
"heirs,"  *'legal  heirs,"  and  "heirs  at  law;"  30  L.R.A.  594,  on  who  are  "heirs" 
within  meaning  of  life  insurance  policies. 

27  AM.  REP.  775,  liEWIS  v.  HUBBARD,   1  liEA,  486. 

Effect  of  failure  to  return  goods  on  action  for  breach  of  warranty. 

Cited  in  Southern  Brass  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Exeter  Mach.  Works,  109  Tenn.  67,  70 
S.  W.  614,  holding  that  benefit  of  warranty  may  be  had  without  return  or 
offer  to  return  goods  and  after  payment. 

27  AM.  REP.   778,  SNYBER  v.  SUMMERS,   1  LEA,   534. 
Effect  of  assumption  of  lien  by  grantee. 

Cited  in  Durham  v.  Craig,  79  Ind.  117,  holding  mortgage  by  principal  debtor 
to  surety  conditioned  on  mortgagor  paying  debt  and  indemnification  of  surety 
available  to  creditor  in  equity,  and  he  may  resort  to  property  mortgaged;  Lackc 
V.  Homer,  131  Mass.  93,  41  A.  R.  199,  holding  measure  of  damages  in  action 
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by  grantor  against  grantee  upon  his  contract  to  assume  mortgage  after  debt 
payable,  unpaid  amount  of  that  debt. 

Cited  in  notes  in  78  A.  D.  80,  on  right  of  grantor  to  sue  grantee  before  pay- 
ing mortgage  debt;  47  A.  R.  473,  on  effect  of  grantee's  acceptance  of  deed  con- 
ditioned to  be  subject  to  mortgage;  6  L.R.A.  276,  277,  on  liability  of  purchaser 
of  mortgaged  land  for  mortgage  debt. 
When  promise  to  pay  debt  of  another  is  not  within  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  Spur  lock  v.  Gill,  3  Shannon,  Cas.  43,  holding  that  one's  undertaking 
to  pay  another's  debt  need  not  be  written  so  far  as  levying  creditors  concerned. 
Substance  as  governing  court  of  equity*8  action. 

Cited  in  Galliher  v.  Galliher,  10  Lea,  23,  holding  that  equity  looks  to  sub- 
stance of  transactions  and  actual  relations  of  parties. 
tiiability  of  surety  on  injunction  bond. 

Cited  in  Baxter  v.  Washburn,  8  Lea,  1  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability  of 
surety  on  injunction  bond. 

2  7  AM.  REP.  784,  RIVERS  v.  THOMAS,  1  LEA,  «49. 
liiability  or  irregular  indorser. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  Ridgely,  22  Fed.  889;  Bank  of  Jamaica  v.  Jefferson,  92 
Tenn.  537,  36  A.  S.  R.  100  '^'^  <=  \jj  211. — holding  indorsers  on  note  as  security 
for  payee  before  delivery  joint  makers  where  note  made  payable  to  particular 
person  or  order  and  given  for  debt  of  maker;  Harding  v.  Waters,  6  Lea,  324, 
holding  one  who  indorses  note  payable  to  particular  person  before  delivery, 
liable  as  guarantor;  Taylor  v.  French,  2  Lea,  257,  31  A.  R.  609;  Morrison 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Lookout  Mountain  Hotel  Co.  92  Tenn.  6,  20  S.  W.  292,  holding 
parol  evidence  admissible  to  show  circumstances  under  which  irregular  indorse- 
ment was  made. 

Cited   in  note   in   39   A.   R.   667,   on   liability   of  indorser   before   utterance. 

27  AM.  REP.  789,  BRANHAM  v.  BLEDSOE  CREEK,  TURNP.  CO. 

1   LEA,   704. 
True  boundary  of  land  bounded  by  river. 

Cited  in  Holbert  v.  Edens,  6  Lea,  204,  40  A.  R.  26,  holding  that  call  for 
tree  on  south  side  of  navigable  river,  and  for  river,  thence  with  river  as  it 
meanders  co'^ries  title  for  land  bounded  by  line  running  with  low  water  mark 
and  any  islands  between  that  line  and  thread  of  stream. 

Cited  irt  reference  note  in  21  A.  S.  R.  839,  on  conveyance  of  lands  lying 
adjacent   to  non-navigable  waters. 

Cited  in  note  in  42  L.R.A.  603,  on  effect  of  bounding  grant  on  river  or  tide 
water  as  to  existence  of  strips  as  between  land  granted  and  water. 
Definition  of  channel  or  bed  of  river. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Muncie  Pulp  Co.  119  Tenn.  47,  104  S.  W.  437,  holding 
that  channel  and  bed  of  river  both  mean  depression  in  which  water  flows. 
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